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Tue Lorp Cuancettor’s Lanp Transrer Bun, as 
amended in committee in the House of Commons, is now 
printed, and there is no room for doubt that in a few 
days it will be found upon the statute book with little 
or no alteration from {ts present shape. The measure ex- 
cited such small interest in the House of Commons that 
it received there hardly any discussion beyond a few 
conversational remarks from some of the legal members, 
of which the morning journals contain no intelligible 
account. The general structure of the bill originally 
introduced into the House of Lords by Lord Westbury 
has not since been much altered. As it left the Lord 
Chancellor's hands it consisted of five parts, namely:— 

Part 1,—As to the registration of real estates and the 
title thereto. 

Part 2.—Power of the Court of Chancery to direct 

istration of title. 
art 3.—Simplification of title by judicial sales. 

Part 4.—As to the transfer of registered land. 

Part 5.—General provisions to facilitate registration. 

It new consists of four parts only, part 2 of the 
original bill, which contained provisions giving persons 
the option of applying for a registration of title to the 
Court of Chancery instead of to the Registrar, has been 
removed—which we are disposed to regard as an im- 
provement in the measure, since the change is in the direc- 
tion of simplicity and uniformity of procedure. The dis- 
tinction originally drawn between registration of title 
with, and registration without, a guarantee, is still main- 
tained. The only alteration made in the important set 
hs ribes the ure for ing up 

- the “ Record of Title,” is theaddition of a few words to 
one of the sections enabling and directing the registrar 
to record the existence of disputed questions of boun- 
dary, where any party objects to the determination of 
the question by the registrar or a judge of the Court 
of Chance The general scheme of that part of the 
measure which relates to the simplification of titles by 
judicial sales remains almost intact, except as to the 
provisions relating to costs. In the bill, as it originally 
stood, the Lord Chancellor was empowered from time to 
time to fix a scale of costs in respect of ings in 
judicial sales,” subject to two provisions—namely, 
- Ist, that the amount of costs should be fixed with 
| reference to the land sold; 2ndly, that a maximum 
_ amount should be fixed, beyond which the Lord Chan- 
_ cellor should prescribe such reduced scale as he thought 
_ expedient. This clause has been altogether struck out 
| and no other put in its place. The ad valorem principle 

_ of remuneration which at the beginning of the session 
' seemed so likely to be ado by Parliament, is thus 
- again indefinitely postponed. 

, Whether for good or evil, the long disputed ques- 
tion of Land Transfer by State Officials is thus at 
length brought to the test of actual experience. 
' In the course of a few months the Government 
' scheme will no doubt be in actual i We 
_ have no doubt that a much more satisfactory mea- 
' sure could have been framed if due attention had 
been paid to the suggestions of lawyer's. whose large 
| experience in the actual business of conveyancing 
| enabled them to offer valuable advice—such as is 
| to be found in the report of the committee of the 
_ Liverpool Law Society, which we print elsewhere, and 
_ which sufficiently s for itself. It may be some 
| consolation to the profession to know that the 
Sores bt nat owen: aie Be te Tivieese 
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the objection of an unfair and inconvenient concent- 
ration in London of the conveyancing business of the 
entire country, provincial solicitors need have little fear 
that before long either local registries must be establi+ 
shed or the present scheme be entirely abandoned. 


THE ISSUE WHICH WAS RAISED between the | and 
medical professions in the recent contest for coro- 
nership of the Central Division of Middlesex has been 
decided against the lawyers by the election of Dr. Lan- 
kester, the medical candidate. It pppeers that 2,215 
persons voted upon the occasion, and the returns show 
a majority of forty-seven votes only in favour of the suc- 
cessful candidate, so that there cannot be any doubt that 
Mr. C. E. Lewis, and not Dr. Lankester, would have 
been returned if the lawyers had acted as the doctors 
have done. The legal profession did not come forward 
as they ought upon the occasion, and they have met 
the defeat which they deserve. In truth, as Dr. Lan- 
kester himself more than once boasted, he had the 
and avowed support of the Law Times, a journal which 
is supposed from its name by persons outside the pro- 
fession to be one of the representatives of its opinions 
and feelings, and the name of its proprietor was publicly 
advertised on Dr. Lankester’s committee. In a contest 
where there was such extensive and powerful organisa- 
tion on one side, and such an absence of it on the other, 
such a circumstance as that to which we have alluded 
was probably sufficient to turn the scale against the 
lawyers; and the only wonder is that, under all the 
cireumstances, Dr. Lankester was not returned by a 
larger majority. Mr. C. E. Lewis, at all events, initiated 
and maintained the struggle with an amount of spirit 
and energy such as few men could have brought to 
upon it, and, under such adverse circumstanees, the legal 
profession could hardly have found any one so well 
fitted to fight its battle. The nomination for the Wes- 
tern District was held yesterday, and the polling will 
take place on Monday. Mr. James Bird is said to be 
all but certain of success. But we think it is by no 
means improbable, after what has happened in the Cen- 
tral District, that in the event of two lawyers going to 
the poll the medical candidate may come in between 
them. Dr. Lankester said on Wednesday that he was 
the sixtieth medical coroner since the time when a 
medical man was first elected to the office, twenty-three 
years ago. In the same period of time to come it is not 
improbable, after what has happened, that there will be 
hardly one lawyer throughout the country in this im- 
portant judicial office. 


A POINT OF LAW HAS BEEN RAISED about the rights of 
the season ticket holders of the International Exhibi- 
tion, although it has not yet come before any 
judicial tribunal. The Commissioners, as our readers 
are aware, published certain specific inducements 
to persons to become the purchasers of season 
tickets, one of the princi of which was that 
there should be one day in the week appropriated to 
them exclusively. The price of these tickets was three 
guineas each, and now there is a new issue of season 
tickets at the price of ten shillings each, giving the same 
right of admission to the holders as the original three 
gunes tickets. It is suggested that if the commissioners 

ave the right to do this the holders of original tickets 
have, on the other hand, the right to demand the return 
of a proportionate part of their purchase-money. How 
this right could be enforced is another matter, which, 
however, the lawyers of the original ticket holders 
would probably have no difficulty in discovering 
if it were worth the trouble. 


IN somME nag ay i. yap the 
changes in the law, and especially in the practice 
proces of courts of justice, hae been very pected 
of late years, and in not unlike what 
have taken place in this country. It appears, however, 
that many persons amongst those who are competent ta 
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judge in America complain that some of the most im- 
portant changes have not been improvements. The 
Monthly Law Reporter for last month, published in 
Boston (Mass.), contains an interesting article, in which 
the writer thus laments the abolition of special pleading 
in that State :— 


The abolition of special pleading has swept away much of 
the system which used to adorn the courts of law, together 
with the skilful and expert practitioners who alone could 
manage it. ‘The proverb that skilless hands must not touch 
edged tools, lest they should be cut, was particularly appli- 
cable to the delicate weapons of the special pleader. Hence a 
man could not practise law in the courts with impunity, unless 
he really understood the science of law. Now all this is 
changed. The practitioner need not understand that scientific 
system, which is the exponent of the principles of law involved 
in the trial of a cause. His client loses his case, he knows not 
how; and if the advocate has made a smart show of words, accom- 
panied perhaps with buncome and invective, the client has no 
suspicion that the case is lost from want of professional skill, 
and so gives the same lawyer his next case. The system of 
special pleading was not merely a good fence to keep out 
ignorance from the practice of the law; it put in shape what 
was really in issue in a cause; and so in a manner, tried it by 
anticipation on paper. It brought clearly to view what was 
in dispute between the parties, and rendered testimony to all 

‘ other points superfluous. But afterwards, the general issue and 
the new practice served as a great drag-net to embrace every- 
thing; and all cases had to be prepared to get at the merits of 
one. The influence of special pleading was still more impor- 
tant in forming the legal mind, as it trained it precisely to 
that accuracy and insight which are necessary, not merely to 
the forms of judicial proceeding, but to that legal science which 
makes their foundation. Another advantage of special plead- 
ing is, that it leads to a previous preparation of a case, and 
puts the lawyer in a condition to try it in a brief and pointed 
manner; and instead of coming into court, as'is too often done, 
with only a vague plan, or none at all, of the course to be 
taken. One effect of relinquishing this system of pleading has 
been greatly to protract trials. A single trial has since been 
known to occupy two or three weeks; which can scarcely be 
parallelled under the old system. 


English lawyers will agree with the writer that the 
more work there is done by the pleader in chambers, 
the less time will be occupied in the hearing of the case 
in court. English experience coincides with American 
in this respect. 





Tue onty Acrs particularly interesting to lawyers 
which have yet received the Royal assent this session are 
the following :—“ An Act to extend the time for makin 
enrolments under the Act passed in the last session o 
Parliament, entitled, An Act to amend the law relating 
to the conveyance of land for charitable uses, and te 
explain and amend the said Act” (c. 17), and “‘ An Act 
respecting the issue of Writs of Habeas Corpus out of 
England into her Majesty’s possession abroad ” (c. 20). 


A Meeting or THE Encuisu anv Iriso Law and 
Chancery Commissioners was held on the 3rd inst., at 
which were present the Master of the Rolls, the Hon. 
Abraham Brewster, the Right Hon. Joseph Napier, Sir 
W. Page Wood, Mr. Justice Willes, Mr. eos Hughes, 


the Attorney-General, the Attorney-General for Ire-- 


land, the Solicitor-General for Ireland, Sir Hugh Mc 
Calmont Cairns, M.P., Robert Bayley Follett, Esq., and 
Richard John Theodore Orpen, Esq., commissioners ; 
and Mr. W. Neilson Reads, L.L.D., and Mr. H. R. 
Vaughan Johnson, secretaries. 


Mz. J.C. Dopeson, officiating judge of Mymensing, 
in the East Indies, has been appointed judge of that 
district; Mr. F. A. Dalrymple Elphinstone, officiating 
additional judge of Dacca and Chittagong, has been 
appointed additional judge of those districts. 


Mr. Sypney CiuLtow Cup, of 62, Cannon-street, 
City, has been appointed a Commissioner to administer 
oaths in the High Court of Chancery. 


Maz. Rozgrt Broatcu, of Keswick, Cumberland, has 
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been appointed a Commissioner to administer oaths in 
the High Court of Chancery. 


Mr. Ricuarp James Coryer, Barrister-at-Law, has 
been appointed Chief justice of the colony of British 
Honduras. 


Mr. Samvet Swire Pivzs has been appointed Clerk 
of the Courts and Keeper of the Records in the colony 
of British Honduras. 


Mr. George Netson Tanner, of Speenhamland, 
Berks, has been appointed a commissioner to administer 
oaths in the High Court of Chancery in England. 


Mr. C. E. Srusss, the promoter of “ Stubbs’s Trade 
Protection Society,” died on the 2nd inst., shortly after 
his return from Paris, where, it is stated, he had been 
busily engaged in the formation of a similar establish- 
ment. 


<A ety 
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PROFIT A PRENDRE—RIGHT OF SHOOTING. 


At the present day the doctrine that no incorporeal 
hereditament arising out of land can in any case be 
created except by a deed under seal, is so well esta- 
blished from the authorities, that it would seem almost 
useless to cite cases in support of it. All such rights are 
said emphatically to lie in grant and not in livery, and 
this principle, which requires such rights to be evidenced 
by documents under seal, does not, in fact, depend upon 
the quality or amount of interest granted or trans- 
ferred, but upon the nature of the subject matter itself ; 
as, for example, a right of common, which is a profit 
a prendre, or a right of way, which is an easement, can- 
not in either case be — for life or years without a 
deed, any more than they could be granted in fee: Wood 
v. Leadbitter, 13 M. & W. 843. 

A right of prescription to an incorporeal heredita- 
ment is founded upon immemorial usage, which in fact 
presupposes a grant once made, and afterwards lost ; 
nothing therefore can be claimed by prescription, which 
in its nature is incapable of being made the subject of a 

nt. And such a prescription differs from custom in 
this respect, that the latter is properly a local usage not 
annexed to the person,—such as the custom that all the 
copyholders of a manor should have common of pasture 
upon a particular waste; whereas eri is always 
annexed to some icular person: Co. Litt. 113 b. 

The better opinion at the present day seems to be 
that there cannot be a strat 0" right to shoot over 
the land of another, unless such right may originate in 
the grant of free warren, which, according to Lord 
Coke, only includes, as feathered game, pheasants and 
partridges, for grouse are clearly not birds of warren: 
Duke of Devonshire v. Lodge, 7 B. & Cr. 36. The 
reason assigned against such a prescription is, that the 
right of shooting, being a profit a prendre, would be de- 
structive of the very subject matter of the claim; and 
similarly, in Bland v. Lipscombe, 4 El. & B. 713, n., 
it was said that there could not be a eee ort 
right for the inhabitants of a parish to catch and take 
away the fish from a river, because such a right 
would soon destroy the fishery. A prescriptive right 
may, however, be claimed by the inhabitants of a town 
to enter upon the land of a private individual and take 
water from a well for domestic use, because this is an 
easement, and not a profit a prendre, although where the 
alleged custom was to take some drifted sand from the 
close of a neighbour, it was held to be bad, as it was a 
claim of right to take something out of the soil, and 
consequently was a profit in alieno solo... 

The exclusive right of shooting can only band 
by a deed under seal: Bird v. Higginson, 2 Ad. & 
EL 646. This latter proposition, that an “ exclusive 
right of shooting” on another man’s land can only be 

uired by a deed is so well established from the autho- 
rities, and seems to follow so immediately from our pre- 
vious remarks upon “ incorporeal hereditaments arising 
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out of land,” that we should hardly have thought it 
necessary to allude to it here, were it not for the fact 
that actual ignorance’ on this very subject is oftentimes 
found to prevail. We not uncommonly find that the 
claim of s sare over another's land is considered to 
be validly created by a document not under seal, and at 
the same time such right is sometimes sought to be 
established as against a third party by parol evidence ; 
as for instance where A. has the right of shooting over 
land given to him either verbally or by a letter written 
by the owner of such land, and in seeking to prosecute a 
trespasser in pursuit of game, who sets up a bona fide 
defence under the Game Act, A. attempts to evidence 
his right of shooting by the production of such parol 
testimony ; now, although it is perfectly true that an 
information under the Game Act may be laid by a mere 
informer, still, where a bona fide defence is set up, we 
conceive the onus lies upon the individual who has the 
“right of shooting” conferred upon him to prove his 
claim as against such trespasser. The proper method 
to pursue in such cases, where it is prea i to dispense 
with the formalities of a deed, is for the summons to be 
taken out in the name of the owner of the land upon 
which the trespass has taken place. 

But aenengn the parol demise of an incorporeal 
hereditament does not avail to pass the estate in the 
land itself, still where the party who takes under the 
demise has actually occupied and enjoyed the right, 
such demise itself is not absolutely void as against the 
grantor, who will be entitled to recover upon a count 
for use and occupation such a reasonable sum as a j 
shall award for the actual enjoyment of the heredita- 
715) so demised (vide Thomas v. Fredericks, 10 Q. B. 

5). 

The cases upon this subject seem to draw this dis- 
tinction, that if there be a mere personal license of 
pleasure, it extends only to the individual licensee, and 
it cannot be exercised by either his servants, or by any 
one else under his orders, but, if there be a license 
of profit, and not for po, it may. We may here 
further remark that the former—that is, the license of 
pleasure—is revocable, whether granted by parol or 
under seal, but the privileges of hunting, fishing, and 
shooting, when granted to an individual and his assigns, 
coupled with the right of taking away the game, when 
killed, are all profits a prendre, and as such can only be 
irrevocably granted by a deed under seal. 


CONSOLIDATION OF THE LAW OF COPYRIGHT, 
No. ILL. 
(By Epwarp Lioyp, Eaq., Barrister-at-Law.) 

There are four principal heads, under which may be 
discussed the various points which have from time to 
time arisen during the formation and in the administra- 
tion of our law of copyright in works of art: they in- 
volve the following considerations :— 

Ist. What is the subject matter of this copyright ? 

2nd. Who is a proprietor—that is to say, in whom 
is this property vested ? 

3rd. What are the rights of the proprietor ? 

4th. What is a piracy—that is, the nature of the 
legal injuria. 

It will no doubt be remembered that by the first of 
the Engravings Copyright Acts the proprietary right 
was declared to subsist in any historical .or other print, 
and that this was, by the subsequent act of Geo. 3, ex- 
tended to any print of a portrait, conversation, land- 
scape, or architecture, map, chart or plan, or any other 
print whatsoever, and further to copies from any pic- 
ture, drawing, model, or sculpture, either ancient or 
modern. These words have always been held to include 
not only engravin per se, but also those which are 
combined with, or illustrative of, letter press. There is 
one qualification, however, to be observed under the first 


of these two Acts—namely, the design must be in- 





vented and engraved, or at any rate engraved, by the 
person in whom the property is vested, or being en- 
graved by another, must be so from the works and in- 
vention of the original proprietor. These various points 
are illustrated by the two following cases :—The first is 
that of Blackwell vy. Harper, 2 Atk. 92, which was the 
case of a bill to establish the right of the plaintiff in 
engravings made by her of medicinal plants; and one of 
the principal objections taken to the claim was that the 
engraver must also be the inventor of that which he 
engraves, and that the Act was intended to apply only 
to the delineation of some mental conception, not of any- 
thing existing in nature ; but Lord Hardwicke held that 
it was not so, but that it was intended to include as well 
the designing or engaving anything already existing in 
nature, as representations of fictitious or historical sub- 
jects. The next decision, however, of the same learned 
judge shows that this doctrine will not be extended to 
cases where the drawing is from a natural object, and 
made only by the direction of the plaintiff. In Jefferys 
v. Baldwin, Ambl. 162, a demurrer was allowed to a 
bill praying that the defendant might be restrained 
from using as an illustration in the London Magazine a 
drawing of the boats of the British herring fishery, the 
drawing having been made, not by the plaintiff, but by 
an artist in his employment. For it was said that this 
Act was like the statute of new inventions, and that you 
could not, under it, employ another person to design a 
work which your own original genius was not in any 
way concerned in producing. This state of the law 
was, however, changed by the 7 Geo. 3, ¢. 38, which, as 
we have before seen, divided the subject matter into 
two classes—subjects of original invention, or taken 
from nature, in all of which, as under the former sta- 
tute, only the original design, or that made from an 
original idea, was protected; while, on the other hand 
sect. 2), any print taken from a picture, drawing, 
model, or sculpture, became the property of the person 
who made or procured it to be made; and since the 
passing of this Act, no further question on this head 
seems to have arisen. There is, however, one impor- 
tant exception to be made in all these cases. No pro- 
tection will be given under these Acts, any more 
under the common law, to prints of an immoral, obscene, 
or libellous character. hat the opinion of the Courts 
has always been on this subject is shown in the cases of 
Fores v. Johnes, 4 Esp. N. P. C. 97, where the defend- 
ant had ordered the — to send him “all the 
caricature prints that ever been published,” and 
it was held that an actidn of assumpsit would not lie 
for the value of some of the prints sent, which were of 
an immoral tendency ; and again, in Du Bost v. Beres- 
ford, -2 Campb. 511, where an action of trespass was 
brought against the defendant for destroying a picture in 
a public exhibition, because it was a and libellous 
attack upon himself and his sister. In this case Lord 
Ellenborough says, that if a picture is in its nature 
libellous, the law will set no value on it; equity would 
grant an injunction to restrain exhibition, and the 
author of it is both civilly and eriminally liable. I 
shall not now, by way of recapitulation, propose a de- 
finition which may be sufficiently comprehensive to 
include all the subjects that the law, as at present es- 
tablished, protects as works of art, as that will be more 
appropriately treated of on a future occasion, but shall 
proceed, in the second place, to consider the different 
essential qualifications of the proprietor. 

Perhaps the most variously discussed of the questions 
that have arisen on this point springs from the provi- 
sion in 8 Geo. 2, ¢. 13, by which the sole property ina 
print is vested for a period of fourteen years,.to com- 
mence from the day of its publication, which is to be 
truly engraved with the name of the propaietor on each 
plate, and on all prints taken from it. In the first place 
it was debated whether this inscription was a tion 
precedent to the vesting of the property, or whether it 
was necessary only to entitle proprietor to recover 
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the penalties given by the Act. In Blackwell v. Harper 
(vide sup.), though the name of the plaintiff was sub- 
scribed to each print, the date of publication was not 
given. Now this, it was argued, was a material objec- 
tion, as there was no evidence, on the face of the print, 
of the time at which the proprietary right in it first 
vested. But Lord Hardwicke held: though as a point 
on which other opinions might well'be at variance with 
his, that this clause of the Act was merely directory and 
not descriptive of the day, only necessary to make the 
penalty incur, and that the property in the print 
vested absolutely in the engraver, &c., though the day 
of publication was not inscribed on it. His Lordship, 
however, refused to make the defendant account for his 
profits, because it would be kard that he should do so 
when he was ignorant of the plaintiff's right; he 
also refused to make any order inst him for 
costs, since he did not know the exact time 
at which the prints were published, and which 
might have been before date assigned by the Act. 
We find this principle carried out in Sayer v. Dicey, 
3 Wils. 60, which was an action on the statute. Here 
the plaintiff had purchased a mezzotint plate from the 
original engraver, whose name was engraved on it, and 
the year, but no other date, of publication. But this 
was not considered to be sufficient, but that the words 
of the Act were precise, requiring both the day of the 
date and the name of the proprietor to appear on the 
face of the print. ‘The judgment of Lord Kenyon in 
son ¥. Symonds, 5 T. R., seems to extend some- 

what further the principle on which the general doc- 
trine is founded. He says that “the reason for re- 
quiring the name and the date to appear on the print 
was that they might convey some useful intelligence to 
the public. The date is of importance, that the public 
may know the period of the monopoly. The name of 
the proprietor should appear, in order that those who 
wish to copy it might know to whom to apply for con- 
sent.” The point was again raised in Harrison v. Hogg, 
2 Ves. Jun. 323, upon demurrer to the plaintiff's bill for 
injunction and account, on the ground that neither the day 
of first publishing nor the name of the proprietor was 
engraved on the plates. The case was decided on very 
different grounds ; but the observations of the Master of 
the Rolls show that he did not agree with the principle 
laid down by Lord Hardwicke, but thought that even 
to vest the property, not merely to raise the penal juris- 
diction of the statute, it was necessary that the name 
and date should be engraved and printed. Still in fol- 
lowing the course of decisions we find that the opposite 
opinion has no mean support of authority. In Roworth 
v. Wilkes, 1 Camp. 94, the declaration was drawn under 
17 Geo. 3, c. 57, and was for damages against the de- 
fendant for publishing copies of prints of which the 
laintiff was sole proprietor; the plaintiff's name not 
ing engraved on the plates, but that of the bookseller 
who sold the work they were illustrative of; the publi- 
cation of the book being, as I presume, taken to show 
the date of publication of the prints. Here Lord Ellen- 
borough thought that although the plaintiff's name was 
not engraved on the raw Fay that, if a piracy had 
been committed, he was entitled to a verdict. “He also 
laid down the proposition that the interest being (as in 
his opinion it must have been) vested, common law gave 
the remedy ; and he refers with approbation to Beckford 
v. Hood, 7 'T. R. 620, in nee of his opinion. This 
latter was a case of piracy of a book, where it was held 
that an author had under the common law an action on 
the case for damages, even though his book was not 
entered at Stationers’ Hall, and was first published ano- 
nymously. The arguments in the case are ingenious 
and exhaustive, but it is impossible here to give more 
than ~ outline of — On - one hand, it is said 
that when a particular species of property is created by 
an Act, and further, a penalty is preseribed for the vio- 
lation of that property, it is not intended to take the 
particular species from out that pale of protection which 





the law extends to property in general. There is much 
difference to the owner of property between a penalty 
upon those who injure. it and a remedy to himself for 
such an injury. Very often the former is no re- 
dress to him. In the case of an Act which creates 
a new offence—which vests no right, but is merely 
prohibitory, it is very reasonable that only the penalty 
there given should be required of the person committing 
the offence ; and by the ordinary rule in such cases the 
words of the Act will be taken strictly. It was argued, 
on the other hand, that whether it be the case of a 
statute creating a new offence, or one giving a new 
right, if in the same clause is also contained the penalty 
or the remedy, that and no other can be resorted to ; 
the true distinction being between such cases and that 
of a statute confirmatory of a pre-existing right, in 
which the remedy is cumulative. It was also said that 
the third of the Engravings tc Acts (19 Geo. 3, 
c. 57), reciting the former Acts and their inefficiency, 
and giving the remedy by action for damages, was a 
proof that in this case, at least, the Legislature thought 
the common law remedy had been overridden by the 
statutory. It seems, however, to me, that the giving 
double costs in the action by this last statute deprives 
this tert of most of its validity ; and Lord Ellen- 
borough observes that it was passed ex abundanti canteld. 
In comparing the provisions of the 8 Ann. c. 19, with 
the Engravings Act, we find that both Acts, by the 
same clause, vest the property and prescribe a penalty 
for violation of it, but that in the former there is a 
separate clause providing that the penalty shall not 
attach unless the provisions for registration are complied 
with, which might be used as an argument by implica- 
tion that the common law remedy should yet remain; 
in the latter, the direction respecting the name and date 
is in the same ¢lause which vests the property, and 
which also gives the penalty, having therefore in many 
respects the form of a condition precedent. It also 
seems only reasonable that those conditions should be 
complied with by the inventor, as ‘the only means of 
giving the public notice of his right. The course of 
ater decisions certainly supports this view. In Newton 
v. Cowie, Bing. 234, it was decided that the date of 
publication must appear on the face of the print ; but it 
seems from the report of that case that it is not neces- 
sary that the name of the proprietor, as such, should be 
engraved, and the subscription, * Newton, del; Ist May, 
1826. Gladwin, sculp.,” was held to be sufficient. 
Again, in Brooks v. Cook, 3 Ad. & Ell. 138, the same 
rule is maintained, and the preceding case is cited 
and followed. 
~The next question under this head was raised in 
Thompson v. Symonds (vide sup.). It was whether the 
assignee of a print could sue in his own name ; and it was 
held that though in none of the Acts is the assignee of 
an original inventor spoken of, yet that the section in 
8 Geo. 2, expressly providing for the case of a pur- 
chaser of an original dome and the consideration that 
the injury is done to the actual possessor of the plate, 
are enough to show an intention that the proprietor, 
whether an assignee or the inventor, is the person en- 
titled to bring the action. The question was also dis- 
cussed, whether on each change of ownership the name 
of the new proprietor should be substituted, and the 
opinion of the Bench seems to have been that this should 
done. 
The next case I have to refer to, Page v. Townsend, 
5 Sim. 395, relates to the rights of persons not residing 
in Great Britain. This was a case where certain prints 
were published almost simultaneously in London and 
Paris, the London oe being the first by one 
or two days, the English mete of the prints 
being jointly interested in them with certain natives 
of France. The prints were struck off the plate in 
Paris, and this was held to be a fatal objection to the 
plaintiff's claim ; for that the words in 17 Geo. 3 showed 
an intention to protect only “works which were de- 
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signed, ved, etched, or worked in Great Britain,” 
and not those merely published here. I may also call 
attention to the late case of Avanzo v. Mudie, 10 Exch. 
203, which decides that the proprietor of a foreign 
rint cannot claim copyright in it here (under the 
Scoeneetinnal Copyright Acts), unless he also complies 
with the provisions of the Engravings Acts, by sub- 
scribing his name and the date of the publication of 
his print. This was on the ground that the Inter- 
national Act, whilst giving the particular mode by 
which a ee shall acquire copyright in this country 
under it, further recites 8 Geo. 2, c. 13, and on to 
say that all the provisions of the Engravings Copyrigh 
ony arom apply to prints of foreigners registered under 
e Act. 


>= 
—_ 


The Courts. 


COURT OF QUEEN'S BENCH. 


(Sittings at Nisi Prius after Term at Guildhall, before Mr. 
Justice Mziior and a Common Jury.) 

July 9.—Wood and Another v. Woods and Others.—The 
plaintiffs are ironmongers at Chelmsford, and the defendant 
are @ company known or called by the name of the Trade 
Protection Company, carrying on business in London, and the 
action was for damages sustained in consequence of the defen- 
dants’ alleged neglect in fulfilling a duty they had undertaken 
in reference*to the business of the society. The defendants, 
in their prospectus, state that “subscribers are entitled to 
obtain private and confidential information with reference to 





the respectability and standing of parties before they supply 
them with is. Inquiries are made through private and 


legal correspondents, and most efficient means are used, and 
information may be relied upon with great certainty.” The 
plaintiffs were subscribers to the society, and shortly before 
the 23rd of April, 1861, they had received a letter, signed 
“ S. Hughes, builder, Edmonton,” ordering a quantity of goods 
Plaintiffs enclosed the letter to the defendants, mf receiving 
no answer, wrote to them uguin. To that they received a 
letter, stating “that on the 3rd instant we wrote to you that 
S. Hughes is considered a respectable man, and, we should 
think, worthy of reasonable business credit,” The plaintiffs 
upon that supplied Hughes with goods, and fey | no reply 
to their applications for payment, one of the plaintiffs went to 
Edmonton, and found that a house had been taken in the 
name of Hughes but that it had been kept closed, and the post- 
man had been ordered to put all letters under the door. The 
bus conductor told him that “many were werry anxious about 
Hughes,” and the young lady at the post-office, and others 
brought their friends to the door to see the man who had 
been victimised by Hughes. Plaintiff went to the defen- 
dants, who said there must be some mistake, and they would 
be ready to pay a small sum rather than be exposed, and they 
asked for time. It was contended that the defendants had re- 
ceived the plaintiffs’s subscription to certain duties, but 
that they had neglected to do so. tters had been addressed 
to S. Hughes, china merchant, wine builder, hop 
merchant, and wine, beer, grates, and other things were re. 
ovived by the railway company for Hughes. No one answered 


the bell or knocker at the house, and the matter was the general | 
bourhood. 


talk of the neigh 

For the defence it was contended that the defendants 
only undertook to give information of all persons who had 
given bills of sale, &¢., from the public records, and to 
give that information once a fortnight to the subscribers, 
as well as any information that might come to theit know- 
ledge. The defendants had 20,000 subscribers, and this 
was the first action that had been brought against 
them. The defendants in this case made the necessary 
and , but did not hold themselves responsible 
for any use subscribers might make of the information. 
The society consisted of three brothers named Woods. It ap- 
peared they kept copies of the register of all judgtients, bills 
of sale, &c., and not Hughes’s name there, they sent a 
person to Edmonton, who obtained certain information, which 
was communicated to the plaintifls, that Hughes was con- 
sidered a respectable man and worthy of reasonable business 


The learned J summed up, observing the question}was 
wither thn defendant snd Gch wer tent nad eadieeines 








The man who made the inquiries was not called, 
The jury returned a verdict for the plaintiffs—Damages 
£31 5s., the amount of the goods supplied. 





COURT OF COMMON PLEAS.—Sgcorp Covrr, 
(Sittings at Nisi Prius, before Mr. Justice Byizs and a 
mon Jury.) 

July 4.—In a case of Swaby v. Vallez, Mr. Horave Lloyd 
who appeared for the plaintiff, stated, in his opening, that the 
attorney for the defendant had gained a month's time by al- 
leging that he had instructed counsel to defend, but that it 
had been discovered that the learned gentleman named by him 
knew nothing whatever of the matter, and that the assertion 
had been made for the purpose of delay. Mr, Lloyd having 
proved his case, 

Mr. Justice Bytes granted immediate execution, and re- 
matked that he hoped that a similar proceeding would never 
again be brought under his notice, and that the conduct of the 
attorney for the defendant would not become a precedent. 


COURT OF PROBATE AND:DIVORCE. 
(Before Sir. C. Cresswex.) 

July 9.—Grant v. Grant.—An application had been made 
in this cause, on the Ist inst., on f of the executors to 
the petitioner (deceased), to enable the children to proceed 
with the suit by their guardians. ‘The petitioner had instituted 
a suit for dissolution of marriage against his wife, and a decree 
nisi had been pronounced. The petitioner haying died after 
the grant of the decree isi, and before the time of its 
being made absolute, the question raised for the decision of 
the Court was whether the children of the marriage, being 
involved in the consequences of the suit, might not pro- 
ceed in the tiame of the exeoutors appointed under the will; 
or whether the suit had not abated for this purpose by 
the death of the petitioner; or whether a decree nisi should be 
taken as final. 

His Lordship, in pronouncing judgment, said that the appli- 
cation depended entirely upon the construction that was to be 
put upon the statutes regulating the authority of the court. 
The 22 & 23 Vict. gave the Court certain powers to provide 
for the wife and children by interim order, or to make per- 
manent provision upon the decree being made final. As the 
authority of the Court did not arise until the decree absolute 
should have been pronounced, the decree absolute only could 
be regarded as final. The suit must, therefore, be considered 
to have abated by the death of the petitioner. 





COURT OF BANKRUPTCY. 
(Before Mr. Commissioner GouLBURN.) 

July 9—In re Partridge & Edwards.~-The bankrupts 
were attorneys of King’s Lynn. It appeared that some years 
ago # client lent a sum of money to the firm, to be advanced 
upon @ certain security. The transaction was conducted by 
Mr. Williams, who was then a member of the firm. The 
money was in fact advanced upon the security in question, but 
in consequence of the default of Williams the same became of 
no value whatever. A proof was now presented against the 
joint estate in respect to the loss which had accrued. 

The Commissioner said he did not think that. the circum- 
stance of one of the partners in a firm of attorneys having 
invested money upon a bad security was of itself sufficient to 
justify a proof against the joint estate in bankruptcy. He did 
not consider that there was a breach of trust, and, that being 
so, there was no liability upon the estate, 

The proof was accordingly rejected. 


+ 
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Parliament and Aegisiation. 


HOUSE OF LORDS, 
Thursday, July 3. 
Hieuwayrs Brut. 
This bill passed through committee. 
Friday, July 4. 
The Lorp CHancetror said that on the examination of 
William Isaacs and John Preston, last week, with regard to 
the manner in which they had against the 





up a petition 
East Gloucestershire Railway bill, their Lordships had reaton 
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to believe that those two men were the instruments of others, 


and ordered that those other persons should be called to the 
bar for examination on the subject. He thought the course 
which would be wiser, and in accordance with precedents, 
would be to refer the whole matter to a select committee. He 
therefore moved that a select committee should, be appointed 
to investigate the subject, and that Isaacs and Preston, together 
with Mr. R. S. Lingwood, solicitor, at Cheltenham, C. W. 
Maisey, clerk to Mr. Lingwood, and Mr. Boodle, solicitor, the 
employer of Isaacs, should be ordered to attend before that 
committee from time to time. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Monday, July 7. 

Lord Portman stated to the House that the com- 
mittee appointed to consider the petition relating to the 
East Gloucestershire Railway reported that the conduct 
of William Isaacs, John Preton, Robert S. Lingwood, 
Charles Maisey, and William Boodle, in obtaining signa- 
tures to the petition, did not indicate that they had been 
guilty of wilful misrepresentation in respect thereof; that Wil- 
liam Isaacs was not sufficiently careful in the explanations 
given by him when obtaining those signatures; that John 
Preston appeared to have acted under the belief that the repre- 
sentations made by him in respect of the petition were correct; 
that R. S. Lingwood and Charles W. Maisey, his clerk, ought 
to have been more careful in the instructions given to W. 
Isaacs and J. Preston when they employed them to obtain sig- 
natures to the petition; that R. W. Lingwood, as solicitor, 
would have acted more prudently if he had paid attention to 
the rumours communicated to him in reference to the petition; 
and that the committee saw no reason to impute any blame 
whatever to Mr. Boodle. 


Tuesday, July 8. 
MERCHANT SuHIprinc Act AMENDMENT BIL, 
This bill was read a second time. 
THE TRANSFER OF Lanp BILL. 
This bill was read a third time and passed. 
THE DECLARATION OF TITLE BILL. 
This bill was read a third time and passed. 
Tuesday, July 8, 
Tue CuHancery REeGuLATION Bit. 


The Commons’ objections to the Lords’ Amendments to this 
bill were considered and assented to. 


Hicguways B11, 

The report of amendments to this bill was brought up and 
agreed to. 

Thursday, July 10. 
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE. 

Lord Brovauam asked the noble lord the President of the 
Council whether the Government had any intention of estab- 
lishing a department of justice, in conformity with a resolution 
adopted by the House in the year 1857, on the motion of the 
right hon. Mr. Napier, the ex-Chancellor of Ireland. 

Earl GRANVILLE said that was a very large question, and he 
was not prepared to state whether the government would here- 
after undertake to deal with it. 


Juries Birt. 
This bill was read a second time. 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
Friday, July 4. 
MERCHANDISE Marks BIL. 

The House went into committee on this bill. 

Mr. RoeBuck moved the insertion, in sect. 1, of a provision 
for the registration of trade marks. 

Mr. M. Gipson said the committee had well considered this 
question, and had come to the conclusion that, at present at 
least, it would not be expedient to attempt to establish a regis- 
tration of trade marks, He did not see why previous registra- 
tion of a mark should be made the condition of obtaining a 
legal protection. The forgery of a mark was like the forgery 
of a cheque on a bank. If an intent to defraud him was 
proved, a man was entitled to protection, without being pat to 
the expense of registration. He thought that a registration 
would be rather an impediment to prosecution. 

Mr. HapFizLp supported the proposal for a registration. 

After a few words from the ATToRNEX-GENERAL, 

The amendment was withdrawn. 








The preamble was then agreed to, and the Chairman ordered 

to report the bill. 
Monday, July 7. 
Tue THames EMBANKMENT BILt. 

On Clause 46, 

Mr. AYRTON inquired what moneys were to be paid under 
this clause, and whether there was any document which stated 
what these moneys were. 

Mr. Cowrer replied that the funds available were derived 
from the surplus of the London-bridge Approaches Fund, the 
amount of which was not ascertained. To carry out the con- 
struction of the embankment atout £1,000,000 more would be 
required, which would be obtained from the coal and other 
duties, and these would probably furnish a surplus of £500,000 
more than would be requisite. All the funds were paid to the 
Treasury, and must be transferred by their authority to the 
Board of Works. 

Mr. AyRTON understood that the right hon, gentleman had 
employed Messrs. Baxter, Rose, & Norton, and also Messrs, 
Marchant & Peede, of IJortford, in the promotion of this bill 
Were both these firms tu tc paid out of the general fund? 

Mr. Cowrer said the hon. and learned gentleman was quite 
mistaken if he supposed that two sets of solicitors were 
employed. The persons employed were parliamentary solicitors 
and parliamentary agents, and when the hon. and learned mem- 
ber assumed that a solicitor had come from Hertford to forward 
this bill he was assuming what was entirely untrue. Messrs. 
Marchant & Peede were old parliamentary agents. It hap- 
pened that one of those gentlemen was born at Hertford, but 
the other, he believed, had nothing to do with Hertford. Did 
the hon, and learned member mean to say that because one 
member of the firm was a native of Hertford that should prove 
a disqualification for the employment of the firm with which 
he was connected in the furtherance of this bill? He could 
not think that the hon. and learned gentleman seriously enter- 
tained such an opinion. No one could doubt their efficiency; 
and he did not think he could at all be blamed for the selection 
he had made as parliamentary agents. He believed that the 
son of one of the firm was a practising solicitor. 

Mr. AyRTON said he must correct the right hon. gentleman 
in a matter of fact. Those gentlemen to whom he had referred 
were solicitors. 

Mr. CowrEer.—That assertion is contradicted by the 
evidence before the select committee. 

Mr. Arron did not care for that evidence. The last Law 
List stated them to be a firm practising as solicitors at Hertford. 
It might be natural from the right hon. gentleman’s connection 
with that place that he should have selected them as 
parliamentary agents. Now, he wanted to know whether 
there were any more firms to be settled with be- 
sides Messrs, Marchant & Peede, the _parliamen- 
tary agents, and Messrs. Baxter, Rose, & Norton, the 
solicitors to the bill. Now, the latter firm were the pro- 
fessional agents of the Conservative party. They were, no 
doubt, gentlemen of great skill, as many persons could testify 
who had lost their seats on the Liberal side of the house, It 
was, no doubt, a clever idea of the right honourable gentle- 
man to employ the professional agents of the Conservative 
party as solicitors to this bill. 

Mr. Cowper said he could not say what the expenses of 
the Act would amount to until the Act had actually passed. 
He, however, could say that they would not be larger than if 
he had employed the solicitor of the Office of Works instead 
of Messrs. Baxter, Rose, & Norton, as solicitors to the bill. 
Now, the committee ought to know that the serving of 
notices and the other business connected with this bill could 
not be very well done by the solicitor of the Office of Works. 
In order that he might be enabled to discharge those duties 
it would have been necessary for Mr. Gardener, the solicitor of 
the Office of Works, to increase his staff considerably, and to 
incur a much larger expense than the payment which he re- 
ceived. Without neglecting his other business it would be 
impossible for him to execute the business in connection witl 
this bill. In an important measure of this kind, and in the 
face of such an opposition as it had to contend with, it ap- 
peared to him (Mr. Cowper) the wisest course to employ 
Messrs. Baxter, Rose, & Norton, those géntlemen being more 
accustomed to this class of business than any other firm, The 
main reason which influenced him in selecting this firm was 
that they had been previously employed in serving notices 
over the same extent of land, and had, therefore, in. their 
office all the information which they required. With regard to 
the parliamentary agents, all he could say was that they did 
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not act as solicitors, but oply as parliamentary agents. They 
had been decided upon by the committee. The Metropolitan 
Board were never opponents to this bill. They had presented 
a petition, not in a hostile spirit, but one praying to be allowed 
to defend those clauses in which they were specially in- 


Mr. AYRTON repeated his question, whether the first Com- 
missioner of Works, having employed a private solicitor, 
would also charge for the services of the solicitor of his depart- 
ment. 

Mr. Cowrenr in reply, said that the departmental solicitor 
was paid by salary. 

Mr. D. Gairrira remarked that the right ‘hon. gentleman, 
the First Commissioner of Works, had fallen into the hands of 
the most expensive parliamentary agents in London, as he 
knew Messrs. Baxter, Rose, & Norton had charged for 
lithographed circulars as if they were manuscript. He had 
tested these charges by litigation, leading to a reference to 
arbitration, and the result was a curtailment of their charges. 

Mr. CowPer, in reference to the expenses, remarked that 
there was an understanding between the parties concerned 
that the bill of costs should be taxed by an officer of the house. 

The clause was then agreed to. 


Wednesday, July 9. 
Law or Property AMENDMENT BIxt. 

On consideration of the Bill, as amended, 

Mr. HaprreELp moved a clause altering the machinery of 
registration, which was agreed to. 

Mr. Pee moved another, describing the mode of discharging 
railway bonds given to the Crown, which was also agreed to. 

Mr. WaLPOLB moved an extra clause concerning seques- 
trations of livings, which led to a long discussion, in which 
the SoricrroR-Gunerat, Sir F. Ketty, Mr. Marzns, and Mr. 
Ayrton took part: after which the clause was negatived 
without a division. ; 

Thursday, July 10. 
Lunatics Law AMENDMENT Bit. 
This bill passed through committee pro forma. 
Mercuanpiz&é Marks Birr. 
This bill was read a third time and passed 
Divorce Courr Birt. 
This bill was read a second time. 
CuHAnitY COMMISSIONERS JURISDICTION. 

The Soxicrror-GENERAL obtained leave to introduce a bill 
for establishing the jurisdiction of the charity commissioners in 
certain cities, 


a 
oo 





Recent Becisions. 
REAL PROPERTY AND CONVEYANCING. 
Girt To CuitprEn—DzsiGNatio PERSONARUM. 
Barrett v. Tugwell, M. R., 10 W. R. 679. 

Although a court of equity never takes away any discretion 
given to the donee of property or of a power, so far as such 
donee may be considered to have a moral right to act upon the 
authority given him, nevertheless the Court often interferes in 
separating tle certain from the uncertain in cases which a 
court of law would consider to be wholly invalid. For instance, 
if A. B. has a discretionary power to appoint a sum chargeable 
on a certain estate amongst a certain class, and there be any 


_ discretion, whatever, left to A. B., either as to the amount he 


should appoint, the property he should charge with it, or the 
objects he should benefit, the Court will not interfere so as to 
give any of the possible objects any share, in case A. B. has 
not exercised his power. Tlie fund will go as in default of 
appointment. But if A. B. had a power to lease for twenty 
years, and made a lease for forty years, the whale term so in- 
tended to be created would be void at law, but would be good 
in equity for twenty years. The Court would separate the 
certain from the uncertain. Aliter, where these elements 
could not be distinguished from each other. It sometimes 
happens, however, that even a court of law will treat an ap- 
parent uncertainty as one that may be eliminated, To this ad- 
ministrative phase of common law the trite maxim applies 
“ Id certum est quod certum reddi potest.” Especially is this 
maxim applied at law, where if it were rejected the whole 
grant would fall to the ground. Where a gift, for instance, 


is made toa class, some of whom cannot take, while others 





of them may, such of the objects as are not legally disqualified 
will be considered as so many persone designate. And this 
rule prevails at law as well as in equity. Indeed, there is per- 
haps no more common mistake than of supposing that a 
court of equity will, more than a court of law, enden- 
vour to eliminate any uncertainty from the terms ot 
a gift, especially where that uncertainty arises by reason of a 
certain degree of discretion being given toa third party. In 
the present case the uncertainty in the terms of the gift was 
of a very serious nature, for it seemed to conflict with a rale 
of public policy. ‘This class of rules is, as the reader is aware, 
ofa much more stringent nature then an ordinary rule of law 
or equity. ‘These possibly may be evaded by some technical 
contrivance, but the more fundamental bases of our juris- 
prudence are, as it were, the non tangenda non movenda of our 
legal system. Where any illegality affects the consideration, 
it affects the whole grant or contract, and does not admit of 
apportionment. ‘The present case exemplifies the care with 
which the law endeavours to effectuate the intention ofa donor, 
even when the effectuation of such an intent seems to imply 
a bounty on misconduct. 

In Wilkinson y. Adam, 1 Ves. & B. 422, there was a devise 
by a married man having no legitimate children, in these 
words, ‘“‘ to the children which I may have by A. and living at 
my decease, or born within six months after.” It was held 
by Lord Eldon that this was a good devise to the illegitimate 
children of A. living at the date of the will. In Metham v. 
Duke of Devon, 1 P. Wms. 529, on the other hand, Lord Mac- 
clesfield held that in case of a gift to the issue of J. S., legiti- 
mate or illegitimate, yet the latter class will not take. In the 
present case, there was a bequest of property on the happening 
of certain events, equally between the children “ legitimate 
and illegitimate” of A. He had five illegitimate children, all 
of whom were alive at the date of the will. He afterwards 
married and had nine legitimate children. The Master of the 
Rolls held that both classes of children took under the bequest, 
the illegitimate children who were living at the date of the 
will being considered as the objects designated to take under 
the gift, to the class of illegitimate children. We may observe 
of this case, that if there was a contract or power of this 
class, the consideration being the cohabitation of their parents, 
one of them would take. The want of a consideration is 
better than a bad one. The limitation mentioned was clearly 
equivalent ta a double gift, first to the legitimate, and then to 
the illegitimate children. In the one case the word children 
being a designatio personarum living at the date of the will, 
and in the other describing a class to be afterwards ascer- 
tained. Lord Loughborough, in Cartwright v. Nawdry, 5 Ves. 
530, said that different principles of discrimination could not 
thus be applied. This dictum, however, must be considered as 
overruled by Wilkinson v. Adam (vide sup.),as also by the 
present case. The position established by both these cases is 
that the Court will, ut res magis valeat, separate any illegal 
element from what is legal where the former merely affects 
the object, as distinguished from thf consideration, of a grant 


RESTRAINTS ON PRoressronaL TRADING. 
Wilkinson v. Dyson, V. C. K., 10 W. R. 681. 

The law of conditions is one of the most ,technical, and, at 
the same time, one of the most interesting branches of English 
jarisprndence. A condition that is against public policy, or 
impossible, or repugnant to the other terms of a grant or con- 
tract, is void. But how 4 condition is thus neatralised it is 
often difficult todetermine. There are, indeed, numerous cases 
in the books exemplitying these several classes of void condi- 
tions, so that this department of law may be considered as 
tolerably well settled. There is, however, beside each category 
of decided cases, a margin for a considerable number of doubt- 
ful points. ‘The present case will afford an interesting exem- 
plification of this position. 

A very important class of conditions that are void as being 
contrary to public policy are those consisting of restraints on 
trade, The general ruleis, as the reader is aware, that sucli 
restraints ate void. Theruleis so laid down by Lord Maccles- 
field in Mitchel v. Reynolds, 1 P. Wms. 181, where the 
learned judge took great pains in weighing all the cases and 
arguments in relation to this matter. But to this general rule 
there are some exceptions. In all these exceptions, however, 
the restraint must be, first partial; secondly, it must be im- 
posed for an adequate, or, as the rule now stands, not for a 
mere colourable consideration ; and thirdly, it must be reasonable. 
It was decided so early as the reign of Henry V. that, if the 
restraint be not partial, but general, it is void; and Hall, J., is re- 
ported to have gone into a violent passion at the very sight of 
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a bond imposing a general restraint on trade. “ The law,” said 
Best, C.J., in Homer v. Ashford, 3 Bing. 328, “ will not permit 
any one to restrain a person from doing what his own interest 
and the public welfare requires that he should do. Any deed, 
therefore, by which a person binds himself not to employ his 
talents, his industry, or his capital in any useful undertaking 
in the kingdom, would be void. But it may often 
happen that individual interest and general convenience 
render engagements not to carry on trade or to 
act in a profession, in a particular place, proper.” Such partial 
restraints were decided to be valid in Clerk v. Comer, Cas. Temp. 
Hard. 53, where a bond was conditioned not to carry on 
trade within the city of Westminster, or the bills of mortality, as 
also in numerous other cases. A like decision was arrived at 
in Burn v. Gay, 48 East, 190, the facts of which somewhat 
resembled those in the present case. It was a case in which 
an attorney bound himself not to practise within London and 
150 miles from thence :—See remarks on this case in Bozon v. 
Farlow, Meriv. 472. In Whittaker v. Howe, 3 Beav. 383, a 
case that also resembled the present, and which seems to go 
farther than any other in the degree in which it legitimates 
a restraint on trade, the agreement was by attorneys and 
solicitors not to practise in Great Britain for the space of 
twenty years without the consent of the gentleman to whom 
they had sold their business, Lord Langdale, M.R., having 
regard to the nature of the profession, to the limitation of time, 
and toa previous decision that the distance of 100 miles, does not 
describe an unreasonable boundary, upheld the contract. The 
correctness of this judgment, notwithstanding the elaborate 
reasoning on which it proceeded, is supposed to be questionable. 
Contracts in restraint of trade must be not only partial, as the 
reader is aware, but they must be reasonable in every respect, 
and founded upon an adequate consideration; and this must be 
the case even when they are entered into by deed. We 
note these incidents of this class of agreements, in order 
to remind the reader of the care with which the 
law endeavours to secure the freedom of trade, in not per- 
mitting even one’s own choice thus to interfere with these 
general rules. The rule against perpetuities was devised with 
the same object. The maxim “ Quilibet renunciare potest jure 
pro se introducto,” does not apply to rules of public policy. 
The individual’s general right is merged, so to speak, in the 
paramount importance ot an attention to the general good. 

In the present case A. by will gave a legacy to his son B., 
upon condition that he did not interfere in the management of 
the estate, either individually or as solicitor; and he also de- 
clared with regard to another son C., who was abroad, that he 
should personally receive his share, not by attorney, or if not 
personally, by certain means pointed out. B. was the general 
attorney under a power for C. in this country, and, after 
various communications, a bill was filed to administer the 
testator’s estates, C. being plaintiff and B. one of the defend- 
ants. The suit arose in consequence of the communications 
of B., but there was no actnal proof that B. authorised the 
suit. Vice-Chancellor Kindersley held that there was no 
proof of a breach of the condition, and therefore that B. was 
entitled to the legacy. With regard to restraints upon pro- 
fessional trading we think that they should be construed more 
stringently than restrictions of any other kind. For, it is not 
only the practitioner himself, but also the public, who have an 
interest in his exercising his calling. It is strange that this 
bearing of this class of restrictions has not been attended to, 
but'merely regarded as if it differed in no respect from restraints 
on ordinary trading. In the present case, indeed, there was no 
room for the application of the principles of public policy 
relating to professional callings. For it could not but be 
admitted that a particular restriction coupled with a gift, to 
which alone the restriction applied was valid. His Honour 
appears to have considered that if B. had given instructions to 
have the bill filed, it would have constituted a breach of the 
condition, We are strongly disposed to contest this view. 
B.’s taking proceedings even directly, would not, we think, 
disentitle him to the legacy. To hold otherwise would be to 
leave the payment of his legacy optional with A.’s executor. B. 
was not prohibited to institute a suit if he so pleased, but merely 
not to intermeddle with the estate. This restriction, we think, 
related to the residue of the property after payment of B.’s 
legacy, and not to his right to sue for it. What constitutes a 
breach of condition is often very hard to determine, but of 
course mere conversations or communications with other 
legatees could not be construed to be a professional inter- 





meddling with the estate. Upon the general question, sce | same can be performed the condition becomes imposs 


1 De G. M, & G. 604, 2 De G. M, & G. 740, 7 Beav. 133. 
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COMMON LAW. 

SLANDER OF WIFE REPEATED TO HusBaAND—SPECIAL 

DAMAGE. , 
Parkins et Ux v. Scott, Ex., 10 W. R. 562. 

The Court of Exchequer, in the present case, held that an 
action would not lie for the slander of a married woman (the 
wife of the plaintiff), the words imputing adultery having been 
repeated to the plaintiff by his wife, and the special damage 
alleged being his refusal to cohabit with her any longer in con- 
sequence of such slander. ‘The grounds of this decision were 
said to be not that there was no obligation, or duty, on the part 
of the wife, to repeat the slander to her husband, but that there 
had been no authorisation on the part of the defendant (the 
slanderer) for such repetition. 

Notwithstanding that it was laid down so long ago as the 
time of Lord Coke in Lord Northampton’s case, 12 Rep. 134, 
that when the words spoken were a mere repetition of what 
the speaker has himself heard from another, and he names the 
author at the time, no action for slander would lie for such 
repetition, it has been since repeatedly decided, that the grounds 
for damage in slander must be, that either the party himself 
heard the slander uttered or else that some authority must be 
shown for the repetition of such slander (see Ward v. Weeks, 
7 Bing. 211, and Vicars v. Wilcock, 8 East.1). So in Mac- 
pherson v. Daniels, 10 B. & C. 263, where it was said that 
although every one must be taken to be answerable for his own 
acts, yet an unauthorised communication cannot be considered 
as the necessary consequence of the original speaking the slan- 
derous matter. ‘This doctrine, indeed, is consistent with the 
older authorities aswell as reconcileable with common sense, 
for, although it may be perfectly true that every publication of 
slanderous words is prima facie a violation of the right, which 
every individual has to a good name, and reputation, so that, 
in fact, it lies upon the party charged with uttering slander to 
show that he did so utter it upon some lawful occasion, yet, in 
such cases as the present, were it not for the repetition of the 
slander, the special damage might never have occurred, and 
could not, therefore, be said to be the result of the slander, but 
merely of the repetition of it; just asin therecent case of Dixon 
v. Smith, 5 H. & N. 450, the Court of Exchequer refused to 
allow the plaintiff to recover damages in respect of such loss 
as might have accrued by the repetition of the alleged slander, 
because, as it was there said, the person who is represented as 
having acted upon the slander must be the same individual 
who either heard it himself or else some authority on the part 
of the slanderer must be produced for the repetition of the 
same, 

The usual test whether the words spoken are slanderous is, 
are they such as, if written, would be the foundation of an action 
tor libel if special damage ensued ; the fact of imputing unchastity 
to a single woman, whereby she lost a marriage, was long ago 
decided to be a sufficient ground for an action for slander; but 
unless the legal result of the slanderous matter does actu- 
ally or directly cause the particular damage, no action will lie. 
Thus, in the case of Alsop v. Alsop, 8 W. R. 449, where it 
was held that the damage alleged was not the natural conse- 
quence of the words made use of, so as to justify an action for 
slander by a married woman, whereby she had been rendered 
ill for a long time and unable to attend to her household duties, 
Special damage was, in that case, said to be that which natu- 
rally follows as the consequence of the act done; and, in the 
estimation of such act, it would never do to take into consi- 
deration the peculiar temperament of each party injured, 


CONSERVANCY OF THE THAMES—OBLIGATION OF BOND BE- 
COMING IMPOSSIBLE BY OPERATION OF Law. 
Brown and Others vy. Lord Mayor and Corporation of London, 
Ex, C., 10 W. R. 522, 

The rule of law is well established that if a bond has two 
conditions, the one legal, and the other illegal, the latter con- 
dition only shall be considered void, and the bond shall con- 
tinue in force, and be subject to the remaining and valid 
condition. This is always the case with respect to conditions 
impossible or illegal at the time when the bond is executed; 
but if the condition be then possible and legal, and becomes 
afterwards impossible by act of God, or operation of law, the 
penalty of the obligation is saved, and the obligor discharged 
from all liability; and so in Co, Litt. 206, it is said that, “ in all 
cases where the condition of a bohd, recognisance, &c., &c., is 
possible at the time of making of the condition, and — - 
ible by 
the act of God, or of the law, or of the obligee, then the obli- 
gation is saved.” 
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This principle of law was held to be applicable to the present 
case, where the plaintiff sought to recover from the defendants 
some annuities of £35 each, which the defendants had bound 
themselves to pay under several penal sums of £2,000. These 
annuities were to be paid out of the tolls arising from the river 
Thames, until certain money lent to the defendants by the 
plaintiff had been repaid. ‘Ihe defence set up was that since 
the passing of the Thames Conservancy Act (20 & 21 Vict. 
c. exlvii.), and the appointment of certain conservators of the 
river Thames to act as a body corporate, all the estate in the 
bed of the river, as well as all the tolls and duties then due 
and payable under certain previous Acts of Parliament, either 
t» the Crown or the Corporation of London, had become vested 
in the hands of such conservators. ‘The Court of Exchequer 
Chamber, confirming the decision of the Court below, gave 
judgment for the defendants, on the ground that by the above 
Act all the rights, privileges, and duties arising from the tolls 
on the river Thames had been transferred to the Thames con- 
servators, and amongst others, the right of receiving the future 
tolls out of which these annuities, sued upon, were to be paid, 
Another point was urged for the plaintiff—viz., that as the 
Corporation had been parties to the procuring of the above 
Act, some special provision ought to have been introduced to 
show that their liability to make good the claim of the bond- 
holders was no longer in existence, and it was said that as this 
enactment was merely a private Act of Parliament, it was 
much the same as the ordinary case of « contract between two 
parties, where, if one, by some act of his own, renders the con- 
tract invalid or nugatory, he still remains personally liable; so 
here, the Corporation having the means of obtaining from the 
conservators the money from the tolls for the purposes of these 
bonds, had no right to say that the condition was impossible. 
The Court of Exchequer Chamber, however, held that the 
Thames Conservancy Act, where public riyhts and interests 
were involved, and in which the property of the Crown was 
materially affected, could not be looked upon as a private, but 
as a public Act of Parliament. 
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Worrespondence. 


SuRRENDER OR ForreiturE oF LEASE, 

Referring to the replies of “J. S. S$.” and “M. N.” (ante, 
633, 651) to the query of “A. S.W.” (p. 581). I cannot but 
think that they are each of them mistaken in considering B.’s 
interest as a remainder, whether vested or contingent. 

A remainder is an estate limited after or to take effect upon 
the determination of a particular estate passing out of the 
grantor at the same time. In the case put by “A. S. W.” B.’s 
interest is not to commence till after the expiration of a defi- 
nite period of three years; it has no dependence whatever upon 
the duration of his estate; but whatever may become of A.’s 
estate in the meantime, it must wait for the expiration of the 
three years, when, upon B.’s entry, it will vest in him in posses- 
sion according to the terms of the deed. It is therefore simply 
an estate for yéars in B., to commence in futuro. 

It cannot be a vested remainder, because, as “J. S. S.” ob- 
serves, it if‘not always ready to come into possession when- 
ever the particular estate may happen to determine; therefore, 
if a remainder at all, which, as above stated, I do not think 
it is, it must be contingent; and the mere fact of its not being 
limited on an estate of freehold, is no objection to this, for 
although a contingent remainder of freehold requires a par- 
ticular estate of freehold to support it, a contingent remainder 
of an estate for years requires no such support, and may be 
limited on a particular estate of the same nature. wet 

ks We 








Tue THames EMBANKMENT BILx, 


Your readers will perhaps wonder what this subject can 
have to do with those usually to be found in your pages. But 
I think the discussion in the House of Commons of the 7th 
inst., about a firm in Great George-street, requires a little at- 
tention. I believe that firm consists of two admitted solicitors, 
one carrying on business in Hertford (about twenty miles off) 
and the other in town. They call themselves Parliamentary 


agents, as every other solicitor may if he likes, but unlike the 
majority of the profession, they practise as such, and havedone 
80 siuce the formation of the partnership, about five or six years 
ago, The father of the senior partner is the clerk to the River 
Lea Navigation, and the father of the other was or is clerk to 
an eminent Parliamentary counsel. I believe these are the 
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plain facts of the case, but in the discussion nearly every one 
of them was mis-stated, and every statement made was con- 
tradicted in turn. As these gentlemen have been made the 
subject of a public discussion, I think in justice to their pro- 
fession they ought to let the truth be known. I insinuate 
nothing either for or against them. 

A CLERK TO A PARLIAMENTARY AGENT. 


ForEIGN TRIBUNALS, 

Dear S1r,—I have to thank you for the very kind and flat- 
tering manner in which you have alluded to my articles and 
myself in your last number. Not wishing, however, to be 
decked with borrowed plumes, I beg to be allowed to rectify 
your statement in so far as it describes me as having been a 
member of the English Bar. I regret that such should not be 
the case, and I can assure you that, much as I may be proud 
of being a member of the Paris Order of Advocates, 
pars minima, I should certainly not have deserted the of 
England, could I ever have claimed the honour of belonging to 
it. However, the mistake of your informant was not without 
some foundation, as I was, many years ago, put down on the 
books of the Middle Temple, and ate one term there. But the 
Fates had cast my lot in France, and I was obliged to give up 
all prospect of carrying out my original intention. I console 
myself, however, by having as much communication as I may 
with those who were once to be my confreres. 

Yours very truly, 
ALGERNON JONES. 
Advocate in the Imperial Court of Paris. 

Paris, 3, Rue de la Ferme, des Mathurins. 

9th July, 1862. 





ConvEYANCING Costs. 

Will any of your conveyancing correspondents answer the 
following question. Is it usual, when a solicitor is concerned 
for two parties whose-interests are distinct—take the common 
case of mortgagor and mortgagee—to charge for two copies and 
two perusals of a conveyance or other deed? J.G. 





Votine—Ba.or. 

With reference to the query of “In Tenebris,” in your num- 
ber for July 5th, the voting was quite different from the 
usual practice, which is, if there be but one candidate, both 
white and black are used. If two or more, white (affirmatives) 
only for each candidate The minority is the negative. The 
black in the case mentioned should have been treated ? oe 
trals. .F. 

————-_ <—————— - 


Erelany, 


The honorary degree of Doctor of Laws was recently con- 
ferred on Sir Bernard Burke, Ulster King-at-Arms, at the 
Summer commencements held in Trinity College, Dublin. 

The conservative party in the corporation, at a recent 
meeting, decided upon putting Mr. John Martin, solicitor, 
one of the Town Council, in nomination for the office of Lord 
Mayor of Dublin for the ensuing year. He was snbsequently 
nominated, but lost his election by one vote. 
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Societies anv Enstitutions. 





LIVERPOOL LAW SOCIETY. 
Tue Lanp TransFee Bits. 

The Committee of the Liverpool Law Society, appointed to 
consider the bills relative to the law of real property now 
before Parliament, have recently made the following report 
thereon :— 

Your committee have considered the bills that have been 
referred to them. 

They were seven in nnmber, one brought in by the Lord 
Chancellor, two by Lord Chelmsford, two by Lord Cranworth, 
and two by Lord St, Leonards, but the two brought in by 
Lord Chelmsford have been withdrawn. 

Your committee, at the outset, would express their regret at 
the mode in which improvements in the law are attempted to 
be carried into effect at the present day. Thirty years ago 
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(when the great measures were passed which form so broad 
a demarcation between the present practice of conveyancing 
and that then in use), the subject of any proposed improve- 
ments was first maturely considered by a royal commission, 
and their recommendations were carried out by Acts carefully 
prepared by the most eminent conveyancers of the day. 
The bills so drawn were taken out ef the arena of party con- 
tention, and passed in their entirety, unspoiled by so-called 
amendments. So satisfactory have most of those measures 
been, that doubt or litigation as to the meaning or effect of 
their provisions is all but unknown, and the necessity of 
patching up imperfect work by Acts to amend or explain has 
never arisen. It is hopeless to expect to achieve so satis- 
factory a result when changes in the law, more important than 
have ever before been proposed, are inaugurated by a competi- 
tion between four sets of rival bills. The science of the law 
must have fallen to a low ebb indeed when lawyers them- 
selves are found so dealing with its most important principles. 

It is true that notwithstanding the amendments that have 
been made in our real property law, it still contains very 

much that is technical, and that land cannot be conveyed from 
hand to hand with the case of stock or shares, or safely dealt 
with at all without professional assistance; but whatever evils 
may be thought to arise from such a state of things, they can 
only be cured in one of two ways, either by a measure which 
shail adopt the principles of our existing law, and modify their 
operation so as to produce the desired results, so far as they 
are attainable with a due regard to existing rights, or by a 
measure of a semi-revolutionary character, which shall sweep 
away all our existing land tenures altogether, and inaugurate 
a new and simpler system on a basisclear of all past compli- 
cations. The adoption of the latter of these modes produced 
the existing system of land tenure in France, and a somewhat 
similar opportunity has been presented, and has been partially 
taken advantage of, though it is understood with but indif- 
ferent success, in some of our newly-settled colonies, but any 
proceeding of this nature is, of course, totally out of the ques- 
tion in England. 

If, therefore, the former of the two modes be adopted, it is 
essential that the proposed changes of the law be made with 
the highest skill that can be commanded for the task, and 
without any hasty and ill-considered attempts to substitute 
popular nostrums for professional technicalities; for if such 
be attempted, it might almost be said that a smaller amount of 
ultimate evil would result from a revolutionary measure, passed 
without regard for existing rights, than by a course of legisla- 
tion which would involve half the titles in the country in 
permanent doubt, and lead to an amount of litigation as to the 
titles of land, of which the present generation have happily no 
experience. 

But, however much lawyers may regret the fact that they 
can, with difficulty, win a hearing from the public on measures 
concerning those subjects to whieh the study of their lives has 
been devoted, there is practically no fear of very much harm 
being done. For however much the public may slight the 
opinion of lawyers on law matters, and deem that the profes- 
sion as a body are actuated by interested motives, yet, when even 
the most random reformer of the law comes to his own indivi- 
dual business, it will be found that he has the sense to trust no 
less to the honesty and good faith of his professional adviser 
than heretofore. There is no risk whatever of an English 
legislature passing a compulsory bill for the registration of 
titles to land, until such a measure has been so fully and fairly 
tried on an optional basis as to show its practical safety; and 
the public may rely that no merely permissive measure, that 
does not command the general adherence of lawyers, will ever 
be adopted in practice; and that as no sensible man will regis- 
ter his own land, when his attorney and conveyancer tell him 
he cannot safely do so, any measure for registration, that is 
not approved of by the body of the profession, will remain a 
dead letter, doing neither good nor harm beyond creating a few 
sinecure offices. Any one who has paid attention to the re- 
sults of the many attempts to simplify chancery proceedings, 

by means of claims or applications to the judge in chambers, 
&c.,and to abbreviate conveyances, by such Acts as those bear- 
ing the name of Lord Brougham, will readily recognise the 
trath of the foregoing remarks. 

If the profession were actuated by a short-sighted selfish 
spirit, they might safely stand aloof from the present 
for legislation, convinced that in their present state they can 
have but little effect on the practitioner; but such is not the 
policy ever advocated or adopted by this society, who have 
always shown themselves willing to acknowledge real defects 
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in the law, and to promote and assist in real improvements. 
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There can be no doubt that the bills under consideration are 
directed to the remedy of what is a real substantial evil in the 
present system of transfer of land, namely, the repeated inves- 
tigation of the same transactions, as to the same piece of land 
on successive purchases, This is the most prominent evil in 
the present practice of conveyancing, and is a reproach to the 
scientific character of the system. There are many other 
faults and defects that are commonly alleged to exist, but the 
chief part of these are either reducible to the necessity of in- 
vestigating the prior title, or are altogether imaginary. 

One of the favourite topics of complaint—namely, that owing 
to the present state of the law there exists a general insecurity 
of title and apprehension of risk, though sanctioned by so high 
an authority as the Commissioners of 1857—is only fitted to 
excite a smile. 

The other chief complaint is the length of deeds. This is 
partly exaggerated, partly arises from causes that might be 
removed by registration of title, but mainly springs either from 
the complication of the transactions dealt with, or of the pro- 
visions desired to be created, or from the doctrines of the Court 
of Chancery relative to the liabilities and powers of trustees 
and mortgagees, which make special provisions necessary for 
their protection. 

When land is held in fee simple, and conveyed in fee simple, 
the conveyance is not, in fact, a long document; and if there 
were no necessity of investigating the prior title, it would 
become by the disappearance of the recitals and covenants for 
title as short as any statutory form. The length of mortgages 
partly arises from the same causes, partly from the necessity of 
conferring on the mortgagee powers which the law does not 
confer upon him, and for protecting him from liabilities which 
the law till lately imposed upon him, and partly from com- 
plexity in the terms of the security itself. When a mortgage 
has nothing special in the nature of the security, either as to 
the moneys to be secured, or as to the terms of repayment but 
is merely for repayment of a fixed sum with interest at a fixed 
time, there is no reason why the result of all the common 
clauses may not be summed up in the few words of a Parlia- 
mentary form, but such result is already effected by the Act 
of the last session but one, and long forms of mortgages may 
now, in all ordinary cases, be dispensed with. 

In other respects the attempt to substitute short Parliamen- 
tary forms for special deeds must be a failure, as no set of 
stereotyped forms can possibly answer the complicated and ever 
varying requirements of human transactions. 

The main object, therefore, to be aimed at by the proposed 
changes in the law, must be to dispense with the retrospective 
investigation of title on sales and mortgages. 

By far the largest portion of the land in rural districts is 
held in large estates, is made the subject of family settlements, 
and except by succession from father to son does not change hands, 
on the average, once in three or four generations. The present 
system of real papain law is to a great extent created by the 
requirements of the proprietors of large landed estates; and the 
family settlement, with its successive limitations for life and in 
tail, powers of sale and exchange, and for leasing, and terms 
for securing jointures and portions, so completely answers all 
the objects of the proprietors of such an estate, that no change 
in the law can offer him anything which can be advantageously- 
substituted for what he already possesses, To offer the owner 
of an old family estate facilities for sale and conveyance is to 
offer him what he does not require. Even when, by the decay 
of an old family, such an estate is brought into the market, it 
is genera]ly sold as a whole at a price to which conveyancing 
expenses bear but a very minute proportion, and when once 
conveyed becomes part of the possessions of a new family, and 
is again removed from the market for generations, 

‘The foregoing reraark of course does not apply to land in or 
in the neighbourhood of large towns, which has acquired a 
high commercial value, which can only be realized by sales or 
leases in small lots, and there are also some few other cases, 
well known to the profession, where from local causes it is 
desirable to sell off in lots old family estates, which circum- 
stances compel to be thrown into the market. 

In the case of an estate, whether as large as half a county 
or as small as a single cottage, which the purchaser intends 
either to hold permanently or to dispose of in one lot, there is 
no sufficient temptation to incur the expense of a judicial in- 
vestigation of title; for however complicated the title, the 
expense of a private investigation must be infinitely less than 
that of such an investigation as could alone justify s judicial 


officer in giving # declaration of title, binding against all the 


world. A court or a judicial officer must require a strict 
in many cases when a private individual would be practically 
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safe in accepting merely moral evidence. Even when the 
evidence required by the Court and the private individual 
would be the same, the formalities of a court would be a 
material addition to the expense of the transaction. The 
experience of the Irish Incumbered Estates Court is no dis- 
proof of this assertion—for the circumstances of Ireland before 
the Incumbered Estates Court were such as do not exist in 
England. The state of many Irish titles, owing to the system 
which had prevailed of leases of considerable tracts of land to 
what were called middlemen—such leases being often renew- 
able for ever—and owing to other circumstances not existing 
to anything like the same extent in England, was such that a 
valid title to a purchaser could often not be made at all; and 
it was found to be practically most for the benefit of the various 
incumbrancers and lessees to cut the entanglements created by 
careless improvidence by at once selling the estate, with imme- 
diate possession and a clear Parliamentary title, and remitting 
the various conflicting claims to the purchase-money, which 
became a fund in court. So much was that measure of an 
exceptional character, that even in Ireland, which is so much 
indebted to it, it has been now modified by other provisions. 

When, however, a large estate in a rural district, or a tract 
of building-land in or near a town, held under one title, is 
intended to be sold in lots, then it will be at once conceded 
by the profession that very great advantages would ensue from 
any process which would absolve the vendor and purchaser on 
every one of the numerous expected sub-sales—the one from 
proving, and the other from examining, even a plain and simple 
title. The experience of every practitioner will supply him 
with many cases, in which an expense of some hundreds of 
pounds, to obtain a parliamentary title, would have been a 
positive saving to the vendor, apart from the additional sale- 
able valne it would have imparted to his estate, owing to the 
advantages it would have enabled him to offer to purchasers. 

The society, therefore, will no doubt approve, as they have 
already done, when Sir Hugh Cairns’ bills were before the 
pubiic, three years ago, of the proposal to afford-landowners 
facilities for obtaining a guaranteed or Parliamentary title, by 
means of a judicial investigation. 

The registration of titles depends. upon different considera. 
tions. The report of the Royal Commissioners on Registra- 
tion of Titles in 1857, Sir Hugh Cairns’ Bills of 1858, and 
the bills of the present session, devise schemes more or less 
perfect for transferring the title to land, by entries upon a 
register, in place of the present system of conveyancing, and 
provide in divers ways for making such system fulfil the objects 
of a family settlement. But without at present entering into 
the questions whether the proposed system of caveats will, in 
fact, give the required protection, it may be at once conceded 
that though settled estates may not be brought under its 
operation at all (as, for the reasons before stated, they probably 
would not be to any great extent), yet the utility of such a 
register might be very great if it adequately provided for the 
more simple modifications of ownership. Land and houses in 
and in the neighbourhood of towns are for the most part held 
in fee simple, and if mortgaged, are mortgaged in fee simple, 
and if settled, are not limited in strict settlement, but conveyed 
or devised to trustees for sale, and the beneficial interests 
annexed to the proceeds, and not to the land itself. In such 
cases, if the property can be sufficiently identified on the 
register, a system which will enable a transfer of the legal 
estate to be simply and easily effected will confer many 
advantages. 

The chief difficulty that has been felt in devising a system 
of registration, has been the difficulty of obtaining a root of 
title to commence with, and therefore when the title to a par- 
ticular property has been first cleared by a judicial investiga- 
tion, the fullest benefits of the system of registration may be 
expected to be derived. But all the recent schemes for 
registration that have been before the public also provide 
for bringing property on the register without a guaranteed 
title, and so making the register responsible only for the steps 
subsequent to the first registration, but leaving the registered 
title subject to all prior difficulties and defects, if any; and 
such a scheme is the only possible one by which property already 
sub-divided, such as a single house, can ever be brought on 
the register. For with regard to small properties, the ad- 
vantages of registration are not of sufficient value to counter- 
balance the expense necessary for obtaining a guaranteed title, 
But such modified registration is by no means without its ad- 
vantages, For example, a single house might be put on the 
register without a guaranteed title, the prior deeds might be 
carefully abstracted and deposited with the registrar, and on 
subsequent dealings the vendors would at all events be saved 





from the necessity of increasing the length of the abstract at 
every fresh transaction, and after the lapse of twenty or thirty 
years the title would practically have cleared itself, and even 
in much less time than that; if the old title had been once or 
twice investigated, subsequent purchasers would be ready 
enough to authorise their solicitors to take it for granted. 

The main difficulty of registration, however, your committee 
conceives to be the identification of the property to be regis- 
tered; and the only thoroughly satisfactory mode of getting 
over that difficulty appears to them to be a description, by re- 
ference to an authorised public map. . 

From these remarks it will be seen that your committee ap- 
prove of the principle of the’ bills now under consideration, as 
indeed the society have already done in 1859, in their pub- 
lished report on Sir Hugh Cairns’ bills. 

It remains to consider the mode in which the present bills 
propose to effect the object in view. 

They do not propose to create any new court, for the purpose 
of investigating titles, but to confer the desired powers on a 
registrar and staff of officials, and on the Court of Chancery. 

Your committee do not consider the provisions of these bills 
altogether so satisfactory as those contained in Sir Hugh 
Cairns’ bills of 1858, reproduced by Lord Chelmsford, in his 
bills of the present session, which have since been dropped. 

Although the Lord Chancellor makes no provision for a new 
judge in chancery, yet if his measure is to be of much practical 
utility, the amount of additional business thrown upon that 
court would be more than enough to give full occupation to 
many judges. The new judges should be conveyancers; and 
the practice in working out the new measures should be 
moulded rather upon the existing practice of conveyancers, 
than upon the traditions of a court like the Court of Chancery, 
and therefore the establishment of an entirely new court to 
deal with the new practice as was proposed by Sir Hugh Cairns 
and Lord Chelmsford, appears to your committee to present 
some advantages over conferring the same powers on the Court 
of Chancery. 

Your committee are also of opinion that the only title that 
ought to be admitted upon the register, is the absolute owner- 
ship of the fee simple, or mortgages with power of disposing of 
the fee simple, and in some cases leases, and that the general 
power in the Lord Chancellor’s Bill, of dealing with any estates 
upon the register, would shortly lead to such complications as 
would do away with a great part of the benefit expected to be 
derived from registration. : 

Much of the working of the Lord Chancellor’s measure is 
left to depend on rules and orders to be hereafter made, which 
are to have the same effect 2s the clauses of the Act itself. 
This is decidedly objectionable. 

The details of the bill seem to be by no means so satis- 
factorily worked out as those of the bills brought in by Sir 
Hugh Cairns; and the bill bears many marks of hasty prepa- 
ration. 

There appears to be no object in the special land certificate, 
spoken of in section 74, that could not be answered by the 
ordinary land certificate in section 72, and there is nothing to 
show that both of such certificates may not be given as to the 
same land, which would afford an opening to fraud, by giving 
facilities for borrowing money from different persons on the 
security of the same property. 

The provisions for registration with guaranteed title give 
very insufficient protection to adjoining proprietors; a mere 
notice to the occupier (section 12) would not be sufficient for 
such purpose—such a notice might or might not reach the 
owner. ‘There is no reason why the applicant for registration 
with guaranteed title should not be bound to make inquiries 
to ascertain the owner or reputed owner of the adjoining pre- 
mises, and to serve such owner personally if in England, or 
his known agent if out of England, with the notice, with an 
adequate provision for the extension of time for appearance, in 
case of such absence. The caveat provided by sections 33 to 
36, which only authorises the suspension of the application for 
ten days, would afford a very insufficient degree of protection 
for an adjoining owner. 

The provisions for costs of proceedings for judicial sales under 
the Act are most unsatisfactary, as they direct that they shall 
be fixed with reference to the value of the land, with a maxi- 
mum limit of so much per cent. Obviously an amount so fixed 
might be very inadequate payment for dealing with an estate of 
amall value, with a difficult title, and solicitors would properly 
decline to undertake matters of business in which the amount 
of labour to be incurred was uncertain and the total amount 
of his charges was absolutely limited. Section. 90 provides 
for the printing of every deed, will, or other instrument affect - 
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ing registered land, the object of which is altogether inex- 
plicable. 

The bill provides only a metropolitan registry, which obvi- 
ously would never be used by provincial solicitors; but as any 
measure for registration must in the first instance be experi- 
mental only, the establishment of local registries may properly be 
postponed till some experience has been gained of its working. 
A metropolitan register would practically be a local register 
for London. 

The general policy which your committee recommend is, to 

approve of the principle of a judicial declaration of indefeasible 
title; to prefer for such purpose a Landed Estates Court, esta- 
blished for that mma duty, rather than the Court of Chancery, 
in case the Act should be so extensively adopted as to warrant 
the creation of a new court; to approve of registration as an ex- 
perimental measure ;—but the committee are divided in opinion 
as to whether registration of titles or registration of assurances 
is most advisable. In case registration of titles be adopted 
then to advocate the registration of legal estates in fee simple, 
mortgages with power of disposing of the fee simple and leases 
only. To advocate an authorised map, as the only safe found- 
ation for the register. To advocate local registries, as an 
essential condition of the practical utility of the measure; but 
admitting that a metropolitan register may be established in 
the first instance, as an experiment, 
_ Your committee are satisfied that by such a course as is here 
indicated the profession would better consult its own interests 
and its true dignity, than by any opposition to measures of 
public improvement on merely selfish grounds, or than by 
——— in any undignified alarm as to the diminution of their 
incomes. 





THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION FOR THE PRO- 
MOTION OF SOCIAL SCIENCE. 

The newly constituted council of this Association held their 
first meeting on Wednesday last. Lord Brougham took the 
chair, and a report was read from the executive committee, 
giving & statement of the results of the late congress. After 
the reception of the —~— Lord Brougham moved the appoint- 
ment of Mr. G. W. Hastings as honorary secretary of the 
association, which was carried by acclamation, and a resolution 
was entered on the minutes expressing the sense entertained 
by the council of the ability and disinterestedness shown by 
Mr. Hastings in the many months’ labour which he had de- 
voted to the preparations for the London meeting. Mr. John 
Westlake was appointed foreign secretary, and the secretaries of 
departments and committees for the year were duly elected. 


_ 
> 


THE CENTRAL MIDDLESEX CORONERSHIP. 
Orrictat DECLARATION OF THE POLL. 


The official declaration of the poll for the Central Middle- 
sex Coronership was made by the sheriffs on Wednesday. 

- Sheriff Twentyman said the number of electors who 
had voted for Dr. Lankester was 1,131, and the number who 
had voted for Mr. C. E. Lewis was 1,084, He, therefore, de- 
a wus a duly elected. ; 

rT, Lankester then took the oaths, and directly afterwards 
—o- shook him be Hr ear amid loud due, 

LL R saic the freeholders of Middlesex had that 
day ratified what they did twenty-three years ago when they 
elected a medical coroner; since that time fifty-nine other 
Se had elected medical coroners, and he made the 
ae het oy ard stood bey a, amid loud cheers, and 

y he happen ave no rtunity of 

nae _ how eae fe Bee rod a Watery be he 

an opportunity 0 em how cheerfall 

he could bear a defeat. He assuréd pind that neither the ie 
feat nor the rain which then descended upon him would in 
any way tend to ruffle his temper, though he had to admit that 
he had been much disappointed in the result, They wonld 
acknowledge he had fought for the honour with pluck, and in 
his defeat had exhibited spirit. Notwithstanding the unfor- 
tunate irritation that had taken place, he shook hands with his 
opponent before the close of the poll. He was the younger 
man, and it became him to make the advance, and he did it. 
He entered into that contest for the high and important office 
of coroner unaided—as the representative of no profession and 
no party, simply trusting to his character and the abilities 
which God had given him for it. They had, however, returned 
1s Opponent by a small majority, which might become re- 











versed after all. He could say that by a small majority they 
had elected his opponent, but, as it had been the pleasure ot 
the county that he should hold the office, he trusted that he 
might enjoy health to hold it for many years. But he (Mr. 
Lewis) did not resign his legal right to test the validity of that 
election, and he did so without the slightest ill-feeling. He 
believed that when the test took place that it would be found 
that he had a pure majority of the electors. Whether that 
would be so or not he had to perform the duty of tendering his 
thanks—his most heartfelt thanks—to those who had supported 
him through that trying contest in such a way. He was a 
young man, with the world before him, and he doubted not 
that his efforts, in whatever way they might be directed, would 
meet with that success which industry and perseverance de- 
served. He warmly thanked them for the patient hearing they 
had given him. 

A vote of thanks was then given to the sheriffs, and the 
proceedings terminated with an understanding that Mr. Lewis 
demanded a scrutiny of the votes. 


— —»——_—-— - 


REGISTRATION OF TITLE. 

“As to the register: well, as matters now stand, a vendor 
and purchaser must, for their own sakes, and from the mere 
force of position, be honest to all the world, except to one 
another; they must between them, bon gré, mal gré, for their own 
security ,search out and disclose, and thus, without intending it, 
protect as many existing interests as they can. But under the new 
system, there will hardly be such things as real vendors and pur- 
chasers atall; but two men—nay, aman and himself—shall come 
before the judge, ard say they are vendor and purchaser, or plain- 
tiff and defendant; but they shall be no such things, for they 
shall be actually, or in interest, one and the same, dealing with 
what belongs to others; and they shall produce an abstract, but 
that too shall be no such thing, for it shall be sophisticate and 
eviscerate of all inconvenient truths; and they shall have all 
sorts of notice, of all sorts of interest, and they shall look askew 
and say, they do'not see it. They shall combine to deceive, 
and shall deceive the judge; and they shall get a parliamentary 
title, and the true proprietors a distant view of the Consolidated 
Fund, which shall be to them, after all, but as the gliding stream 
and bending fruit to Tantalus; and all through a mistake, and 
that mistake a mere constructive laches. Now, unless you have 
a real vendor and a real purchaser, and the true, natural, 
wholesome distrust and hatred that always subsist between 
these two, and the absence of which is scarcely compatible with 
true honesty, to deal with, you can never be safe from this 
mischief. But then you say, you will be so watchful and clever 
that you will prevent all this, But that is mere Blondinism; 


and something more; for you will attempt that on a tight rope | 


with a sack over your head, with a hole in it, that will only 
allow you to look in one direction, which you can hardly do on 
the firm ground with all your eyes about you. A purchaser is 
watchful to-day for his own sake, because he dare not be negli- 
gent; your hybrid will be negligent to-morrow, because he need 
not be watchful; and how then shall the interest of the out 
registered owner ever be disclosed, ever not suffer? ‘Trust more, 
as trust you must, to the nascent courage of conveyancers. 
We have always wished to do right, though not, until now, 
with knowledge. Verbiage, once our glory, is now our ab- 
horrence. What? You are at your “integer vite” again, 
are you? I tell you, sir, that deeds are better contrived, and 
better drawn, now, than they were thirty years ago, and the ab- 
stract in consequence lightened; and will be more and more 
so, when, with an improved property law, we shall have 
nothing but the privileged fantastic intentions of settlors and 
testators to deal with.”— Thoughts on Legal Discontent, No. 7. 


ine 
—_— 





MR. W. DIGBY SEYMOUR, QC. 

In the course of an address delivered by Mr. Seymour at 
Southampton, on Wednesday last, he read the following corres- 
pondence which had taken place between himself and Sir W. 
G. Hayter iy 5g the recordership of Newcastle :-— 

“2, Dr. Johnson’s-buildings, Temple, July 7, 1862. 

“Dear Sir—While I am fighting a le for all that is 
worth living for against the most cruel and extraordinary mis- 
mre I find another ‘attempt is being made to under- 
mine my political character by the circulation of a statement 
that the recordership of Newcastle was the result of & 
bargain between and me, and was in consideration of my 
vote for the Foretgn Enlistment Bill. I hope you will give me 








Ye oe ae ee oe oe 


> a a. ae 


jee] -¥ 


~e 
3 
or ee oo oS Ghee © o ots. 





is 


or 
re 
ne 


it, 
ew 
me 
in- 
ey 
ith 
ut 


ew 
ve, 


ind 
ave 


pen 
ith 
his 











_Juty 12, 1862 THE SOLICITORS’ Jt JOURNAL & REPORTER, 








your ir distinet ‘authority to contradict this injurious scandal. 
You will, I am sure, remember that I spoke in favour of the 
bill before I had any promise from you of the recordership, and 
at that time it was offered to Atherton, who had not made up 
his mind whether he would take it or not. I am sure you will 
repudiate rome | made a party to such a negociation, and enable 
me to contradict the assertion, should it be repeated, by your 
anthoritative denial, “ Yours faithfully, 

“W. Diaby Seymour. 

« The Right Hon. Sir W. G. Hayter, M.P.” 


“11, Hyde-park-terrace, July 7, 1862. 

“ My dear Sir,—TI beg to acknowledge the receipt of your 
note bearing date this day. In your note you say,‘I find 
another attempt is being made, &c;’ and you ask me to give my 
distinct authority to contradict ‘this injurious statement. I 
have never heard of any such scandalous falsehood as that to 
which you allude; but as you ask me to give my explicit con- 
tradiction to it, I readily do so, saying moreover that any such 
compact would ‘be disgraceful equally to him who pro it 
and to him who accepted it. The whole thingis pa gs! a 
lie, without even the shadow ofa shade of truth, and beneath 
contempt, “Yours &., “W.G. Hayter. 

“'W. D. Seymour, Esq., M.P.” 


~~— 





There were 170,156 marriages celebrated in England daring 
the year 1860, of which 1387, 370 were solemnised according to 
the rights of the Established Church. The proportion of mar- 
riages by banns to those by licence was 524 to 1. Marriages 
were more numerous than in the previous year, and it appears 
that all denominations, cstablished and non-established, 
participated more or less in the increase, Of the bachelors 
who married, 139,440 chose spinsters, and of the widow- 
ers who married, 8,260 selected widows. The number of 
widowers who entered wedlock was to that of widows nearly 
eight to five. Among persons who married the proportion of 
those who did not marry for the first time was eleven per cent. 
The bachelors who married widows were not quite so many 
as widowers who got widows; but it happened, singularly 
enough, that the widowers who ‘married spinsters were exactly 
equal to both. In other words, the whole number of widows 
who re-entered the married state was 15,3858; and the number 
of spinsters who married widowers was 15,358. 

The sums remitted to the Chancellor of the Exchequer by 
persons unknown, for conscience sake, in the course of the 
financial year 1861-62, amounted to £7,573.) 

Incomg-TaAX.—The income-tax of the long war—the in- 
come-tax of 1798-1815—produced in those seventeen years 
£177,500,000. The income-tax of our own time, from 1842 
until—a date which we may or may not see, has produced 
in the first nineteen years since that beginning £153" 500,000. 
The largest sum ever for income-tax in the United 
Kingdom was in 1856, when the rate was 1s, 4d. in the pound, 
and the assessment £16,915,952, 


on —eiienci—ae 


Public Companies. 
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BILLS IN PARLIAMENT 
For THE Formation oF New Lines or RAILway IN 
ENGLAND AND WALES, 
The following bills have been read a third time and passed 
in the House of Lords :— 
Bromiey anv St. Mary's Cray. 
Lonpon, CHATHAM, AND Dover, AnD Min Kent. 
Nortu Devon AND OKEHAMPTON, 
SEVENOAKS. 


The following bills have passed through committee in the 
House of Commons :— 

KETTERING AND THRAPSTONE. 

LLANIDLOES AND Newtown. 

Mip Waxes, MancuestTER, AND MiForD. 

SHEFFIELD AND THORNE. 

The ae ger En bills have been read a third time and passed 
in the House of Commons :— 

Horsuam, Dorkina, AND LEATHERHEAD, 

METROPOLITAN AND VALLEY, 

Mi Kent AnD ADDISCOMBE. 


ee ——— - —-— 


London Gazettes. 


GMiudings-up of Joint Stock Companies. 
Frepay, July 4, 1862. 
UntrmrreD tn C@ANceRY. 

British Provident Life and Fire Assurance Society — Vice-Chancellor Kin- 
dersley will proceed, on July 24, at 2, to settle the list of contribuateries 
of this society, so far as relates to persons alleged to be contributories 
in respect of their having been members of the Anglo-Australian and 
Universal Family Life and Fire Assurance Company. 

English Widows’ Fund and General Life Assurance Association —Vice- 
Chancellor Wood will, on July 17, at 4, appoint an Official Manager of 
this association. Creditors to prove their debts forthwith. é 

Kent Benefit Building Seciety.—Vice-Chancellor Kindersley will, on July 
9, at 1, proceed to make a call on contributories upon whom no call has 
yet been made. 

National Alliance Assurance Company.—Vice-Chancellor Wood has 
ordered a call of twelve shillings and sixpence per share on all contri- 
butories of this company, to be paid on or before July 2, to R. P. Hard- 
ing, Official Manager, 3, Bank-bidgs, London. 

South Lady Bertha Copper Mining Company.—Vice-Chancellor Wood, 
order to wind up. June 26. 

State Fire Insurance Company.—Vice-Chancellor Wood will proceed, on 
July U1 at 1, to settle the list of contributories of this company. 


ToespaY, July 8, 1862. 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
Birkbeck Life Assurance Company. —Vice-Chancellor vege pn purposes, 
on July 23 at 3, to make a call on all pany, of 


seven shillings per share. 
Consols Insurance Association.—Master of the Rolls, order to wind up. 





June 28. 
London and Birmingham Extension and N ton, Daventry, Leam- 
ane and Warwick Railway Company.—Vice- ancellor Stuart will, 


on July 22 at 12, make a call on all contributories of this company, in 
Class 1, for ten shillings per share. 

Tretoil and Messer Mining Company.—Vice-Chancellor Wood will, on 
July 19 at 1, settle the list of contributories of this company. 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Faiar, July 4, 1862. 

ton gp John, Potterne, Wilts, Gent. Sept 1. Sol Wittey, Devizes. 

Ba: Mary, formerly of No, 3 Brunswick-pl, Brighton, afterwards of ie. 
y' Pom Dorin 8 hton, Spinster. Oct 1. Sols Fox, Wilson, 
Meadows, 52 Gresham-house 

Burton, Martha, 14 Rue Champ-de-Mars, Brussels, Widow, Aug 10. 
Sol Ager, 17 Miilbrook-rd, Brixton. 

Cox, Thomas Baker, 33, Poultry, Solicitor, and also of Cedar Cottage, 
Brixton-rd, Surrey, ” and of Porterstown Lodge, Killercan, Westmeath, 
Treland. Sept !. ‘Sol Stone, 33 Poultry. 

Dampier, Rev. Charles Robert, Bishops Caudle, Dorsetshire, Clerk. Oct 1. 
Sols Earle & Smith, Andover. 

Drew, William, formerly of East Greenwich, late of Cheshunt, Engineer. 

Aug 20. Sols Hasris & Mee, Bishopagate Chureh-yard. 
Dupin, Rosanna, 16 Brewer-st, Golden-sq, Middlesex, Widow. Aug 20. 


Sols Ford & Lloyd, 4 Bloomsbury- 
Hickling, James, | Gracechurch- oy Sept 4. Sol Renard, 
Pec! 


‘kham. 
Johnson, Robert, 6 Stockwell Common, Surrey, Gent. Aug 10. Sol Moon, 
15 Lineoln’s-inn-fields. 
Nicholson, James, Southwell, Nottinghamshire, Gent. Oct 1. Sol Sten- 
ton & Townsend, Southwell 
Wallman, Edward, Swavesey, Cambridgeshire, Farmer. Aug 21. Sol 
Van; , Huntingdon. 
Were, ‘liam, 2 Brixton-ville, Brixton, Surrey, and 44 Botolph-lane, 
» Provision Merchant. July 24. James Geaves Hooton, No. 6 
Cannon-st, and Alfred Hall Penny, No, 16 Cannon-st, Executors. 
Whitty, David, Lianelly, Breconshire, Veterinary Surgeon. Aug 1. Sols 
Davies & Son, Crickhowell, 
Wild, my Nottingham, Lace Manufacturer. Dec 27, Sol Smith, Not- 
tingham. 


Torspay, July 8, 1862, 


Atkinson, John, Farm-hill, near Waltham Abbey, Essex, Gent. Aug 10. 
Sols Sole, Turner, & sro 68 Aldermanbury. 


Bryan, Sarah, Bradgate-park, Leicestershire, Widow, anid 
atterwards of Altri on od Cheshire. Sept 30, Sols Miles, Gregory, & 
Bouskell, Leicester. 


— Thomas, Upper Tooting, Surrey, Esq. Sept 29. Sols Sole, Tarner 
& Turner, 68 Alderm: 

Dix, Ann, Stafford, Spinster. ‘Aug 1. Sol Spilsbury, Stafford. 

Ellis, John Utlay, formerly of Craven-hill-gardens, Paddington, Middle 
sex, late of the Birches, Hagley, Worcestershire, Esq. Sept 1. Sol 
Dry, 25 Lincotn’s-inn-fields, 

me, Thomas, formerly of Leeds, Merchant, late of Harrogate. Ang 9. 


Snowdon & Son, Leeds. 
Hollester, George Moore, Newent, Gloncestershire, Surgeon. Sept 1 
Sol Cannock, Newent, Gloucestershire. 


Howard, 2 Themes, Semeeety “of Guinsteat-<t, St. John’s, Southwark. Surrey, 
—" Merchant, late 1 Rose-ter, Jamaica-' 


Ber- 
Mh ia A Aug 18. Sols Slee & Robinson, 1 Parish-st, St. 
John's, 


Jordan, Witte Jeremish St. James’s-rd, 


Sept orgas Tbchardoon & Waneey Wansey, 


Frederick, Ramsgate, Butcher. Sept 1. Ann Kennett and 
a Strong, Gent, 4 Doncaster-pl, Old Kent-rd, Surrey, Executrix 


» Robert, ‘Newark, Cetaele Cm Aug 8. Sols Mendham 
ett, Norwich. 


lane, London, Wine Merchant. 
50 Moorgate-st. 
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ewe, George, Low Wood, Colton, Lancashire, Yeoman. Aug 4. Sol 
Woodburne, Ulverston. 

Shepherd, Henry Seager, Handsworth, near Sheffield, Commission Agent. 
Sept 1. Sols Gem, Docker, & Sutton, Birmingham. 

Stewart, John, 2 Burwood-pl, Hyde-pk, London, Esq. Sept 1. Sol Dry, 
25 Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Thomas, Mary Anne, 12 Lansdowne-cres, Notting-hill, Widow. Sept 6. 
Sol Thomas, 31 St. James’s-sq, Westminster. 

Townley, Rev. William Gale, Beaupie-hall, Norfolk, Clerk. Oct 6. Sols 
Young & Jacksons, 12 Essex-st, Strand. 

WwW = Hiary, Bengeworth, Evesham, Worcestershire. Aug 22. Sol Eades, 

vesham 

Woodcock, Harriot, 17 Clapham-rise, Surrey, Spinster. Aug 18. Sols 

Slee & Robinson, 4 Parish-st, St. John’s, Southwark. 


Wykes, Henry, Northampton, Baker. Aug 30. Sol D2nnis, Northamp- 
ton. 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Farway, July 4, 1862. 
Burbey, Richard, 52 Regent-st, Middlesex, and or bate London, 
Solicitor. July 21. Burbey v. Burbey, V. C. Stua 
L — — Plas, Gwynfil, Cardiganshire. saly 26. Owens v. Wil- 
jams, 
Shovelton, Rev. Wright, Lincoln, Wesleyan Minister. July 22. Shovel- 
ton v. Shovelton, M. R. 
Slack, William, Bathwick, Bath, Esq. July 28. Burne v. Wintle, M. R. 
Stone, Deodatus, Oxford, Surgeon. Aug2. Turner v. Davis, M. R. 
Thomas, Richard, 3 King’s Staith, York, Gent. July 22. Thomas v. 
Wilberforce, M. R. 
Welch, William, South End a ecg Clapham, Gent. July 
22. Gummer ce. Brown, V.C. W 


Tuespay, July 8, 1862, 

Brooker, Elizabeth, 3 Windham-pl, Bryanstone-sq, Middlesex, Spinster. 
July 25. Peckham v. Taylor, M. R. 

Dennison, William, High- vv Portsea, Esq. July 23. Abercrombie v. 
Abercrombie, v.C. Stuar 

a John, Fressingfeld, Suffolk, Farmer. Aug 4. Drew v. Dunnett, 

Stu 
—— Mary, Thetford, Norfolk, Spinster, July 24, Heslop v. Partridge, 
. C, Stuart. 

Watts, William Charles, 16 Mount-st, Grosvenor-sq, Gent. July 29. 

Eaton v, Attorney-General, V. C. Stuart. 


Assignments for Beneht of Creditors. 
Farmar, July 4, 1862. 


srett, William Henry, 4 Lower Dorchester-pl, New North-rd, Printer. 
June 16. Sol Cooper, 5 Biliter-st. 
Goddard, Thomas Dyke, and William Goddard, Portslade, Sussex, Builders. 
June 6. Sol Stuckey, Brighton. 


ToesDayY, July 8, 1862. 


Byford, George, Great Yarmouth, Fishing Merchant. June 14. Sol Ca- 
faude, Great Yarmouth. 

Keirby, Edward, Gatehead Mill, Halifax, Manufacturer of India Rubber. 
June 23. Sols Higham & Chambers, Brighouse, Hulifax. 


Beens registered pursuant to Bankruptcy Act, 1861. 
Famay, July 4, 1862. 


Barry, William Thomas, Liverpool, Clerk in Holy Orders. June 27. As- 
signment. Reg July 4. 
Beckett, Charles, jun., 35 De Beauvoir-sq, West Hackney, Middlesex, 
Journeyman Compositor. June 18, Composition. Reg July 3. 

Colngwood, homes, Rochdale ee = Assignment. Reg June 30. 

i omas, e, cashire une 10, 

ment. Reg July ; ‘ ne x eae 

—, \ ore Chard, Somersetshire, Draper. June 7, Conveyance. 

uly |. 

Davies, Thomas, 26 a st, Cardiff, Provision Factor. June 23. 
Composition. Reg July 4. 

oe sat , Chepstow, Monmouthshire, Grocer. June 20. Conveyance. 

July 

Hall, Charles Oakes Blackwood, Southsea, ons, a Lieutenant in the 
Royal Navy. June 4. Assignment. Reg July 1. 

Hood, William, 12 Upper Thames-st, London, Ironfounder. June 6, 
Assignment. Reg July 1. 

Lee, John Ralph, Leeds, Wine and Spirit Merchant. July 1. Composi- 
tion. Reg July 4. 

Manning, James, tae Lincolnshire, Flax Dresser. June 11. 

ent. Reg July 3. 

Mullins, William Hopperton, 5 Orchard-pl, bo me Greenwich, 
Linen Draper. June 12. Composition. Reg July 

Neville, Josiah Henry, 446 New _— Middlesex. Leather Merchant. 
June 20. Composition. Reg July 2. 

Some David, Manchester, Woollen Merchant. June 6. Assignment. Reg 


July 3. 

Standley, William, Sheffield, Bricklayer. June 18. Assignment. Reg 
June 

Taylor, Christopher James, Handsworth, Staffordshire, Oil and Tallow 
Merchant. June9. Assignment. Reg June 30. 

Travis, Bingley, Rotherham, Yorkshire, Furniture Dealer. June 30. As- 
signment. Reg July 3. 

Middleton, Lancashire, Shopkeeper. June 5. Composition. 


Webb, Thomas Rymer, & Thomas Webb, Huddersfield, Woollen Mer- 
chants. June4, Assignment. Reg July 1. 
TuespayY, July 8, 1862. 

ee Dalton, Lancashire, Grocer. June7, Assignment, Reg 


y5 
sryning Liverpool, Joiner, June 9%. Assignment. Reg July 7. 
= rc » Bosley, near Macclesfield, Drysalter. June9. Assignment. 





Currie, Thomas, New London-rd, Chelmsford, Draper. June 9, Assign- 
ment. Reg July 5. 

Dawkins, George Samuel, se aed St Mary, Pembroke, Farmer. June 
28. Assignment. Reg July 5. 

Dilly, Henry, 11 St Mark’s- te, Brompton, Middlesex, Grocer. June 21. 
Assignment. Reg July 

Fruwirth, Daniel, 7 ecemneree, me Ye and Palace-rd, Norwood, 
Publisher. July 5. Conveyance. Reg July 

Gibbs, Samuel, Swansea, Ironmonger. June 13. REY Reg July 7. 

—, John’ Henry, Neath, Attorney-at-Law. June 16. Assignment. 
Reg July 7. 

Hall, Thomas, Piper’ ny Wolverhampton, Undertaker, July 1. As- 
signment. Reg July 5. 

Heasman, James, Ferest-sow, East Grinstead, Carpenter. June 11, 
Conveyance. Reg Jul. 

Hill, Henry, Flora-st, Piytaouth, Ale and Porter Merchant. June 18. 
Conveyance. Reg July 5 

Johnson, John Jenkinson, and Robert Jackson, Trumpet-st, EER 
Smallware Manufacturers. June7. Composition. Reg July 

Keirby, Edward, Gatehead Mill, Greetland, Halifax, ee aati of 
India Rubber. June 23. Conveyance. Reg July 8. 

Killinger, John Hugh, Oakham, Rutlandshire,Grocer. Junel0. Assign- 
ment. Reg July 5. 

King, — Thomas, Braintree, Corn Dealer. June 11, Conveyance. 


Reg July 7. 

Lane, Gore ae a hill West, Middlesex, Architect. June 20. As- 
signment. Reg July 

Parton, Samuel, Grady heath, Staffordshire, Grocer. June 7, Compo- 
sition. Reg July 4. 

Poole, Charles Paris, Is Lonsdale-sq, a, Sewing Machine Merchant. 
July 1. yg ey Reg July 4. 

Purnell, Ann, Regent-pl, Clifton, Bristol, Furniture Broker. June 7. 
Conveyance. Reg July 5. 

Taylor, John, Stoke-upon+Trent, Licensed Victualler. June 17. Assign- 
ment. Reg July 5. 

Underhill, George, 3 Claremont- Bl, my Kent-rd, Surrey, Provision Dealer, 
June 16. Composition. Reg July 1. 

Wilkinson, Job, wari near Leeds, Cloth Manufacturer. June 16, Con- 


veyance, Reg Jul 

Wood, George, 6 High Weston-super-Mare, Bookseller. June 14, Con- 
veyance. Reg Jul 

Wright, wv 10 Y Albion-pl, Bath, Butcher, June 30. Conveyance. 
Reg July 5. 


Bankruypls. 
Fray, July 4, 1862. 

Ashworth, William, & Ann Cross, Rawtenstall, Lancashire, Warp Sizers . 
Pet July 2. Manchester, July 17 at 11, Sols Richardson, Saneionter, 
and Eastwood, Bacup. 

— John, 7 ‘Walton’ 's-bldgs, Manchester, Commission Agent. Pet July 

Manchester, July 17 at 12. Sol Law, 18 Cooper-st, Manchester. 

Senate Joseph, Wymeswold, Leicestershire, Victualler. Pet June 28. 
Loughborough, July 16 at 10. Sol Giles, Loughborough. 

Barnett, Isaac, 4 New-st, Covent-garden, agg ee Fruiterer. Pet July 
2. London, ‘July 19 at 31. Sol Padmore, 27a Bridge-rd, Lambeth 

Barton, Thomas, 42 Richmond-street, Manchester, Labourer. Pet J une 
30. Manchester, July 22 at 9.30. Sol Swann, Manchester. 

Bird, Henry, 4 Stephen’s-acre, Naval-row, Blackwall, Middlesex, Shop- 
man to a Cheesem r. Pet July 1. London, July 14at3. Sols 
Gibbs & Tucker, 3 bury. 

Bould, Henry, Stockport, Cheshire, Confectioner. Pet June 16 (in forma 
mg Chester Castle, July 18 at 10. Sol Massey, Whitefriars, 
Ches 

Bower, John, 8 Mill-rd, Liverpool, Warehouse Keeper. Pet July 1. Liver- 
mi ead Willian at3. Sol Anderson, 6 King-st, Live m 

, 8 Church-st, Paddington, lesex, Schoolmaster. 
vaiion 30. London, July 22 at 10. Sol Parsons, 53 Basinghall-st. 

Burrows, James, King’s yr Inn, Studley, Wheatley, Oxfordshire, or. 

sed Victualler. Pet June 26. London, July 14 at 2. Sol Doyle, 2 
Weenies -bldgs, Gray’s-inn, and Thompson, Oxford 
r, William, James-ter, Carlisle, Cumberland, Joiner. Pet June 
26. Carlisle, July 16 at3. Sol Wannup, Carlisle. 
ee 62 Cornwall-st, a liverpool, perenge fl Pet Ji oo 1. 
—_ , duly 15 at3, Sol Thornley, Leicester-bidgs, Liverpool. 
Clark, . 60 Douglas-st, Deptford, Lodging-house Keeper. 
July 1. London, July 22 at 10. Sol Heathfield, 19 Lincoln re iper elds. 
bee Michael, Union-grove, Clapham, Surrey, Commission Agent. Pet 
une 28, London, July 14 at 3. Sol Peverley, 19 Coleman-st. London. 
cocks. John, Ipswich, Suffolk, Confectioner. Pet June 2S. Framlingham, 
July 21 at 2, Sol Pollard, ipswich. 

Cooper, Thomas pony el veg-y 5 Mile End Old Town, Clicker. Pet 
June 30. Londen, July 15 at 2. Sol Hodgson, 17 Arbour-sq, Mid- 
dlesex. 

Couchman, Charles, 5 Russell-st, Sussex, Eating-house Keeper. Pet July 
1, Hastings, July 16 at 11.30. Sol Savery, St Leonards-on-Sea, 

Croger, Thomas, 483 Oxford-st, Middlesex, Musical Instrument Maker. 
Pet — 2. London, July 15 at 10, Sol Bennett, 181 Tooley-st, South- 
war! 

cuak: Robert Lucas, 31 St Andrews-rd, Trinity-st, Southwark, Surrey, 
Dealer in Tobaceo. Pet July 1 (in forma pauperis). London, July 19 
atl2. Sol Aldridge, 46 Moorgate-st. 

Deville, John Coleman, Seale House, Netherseale, Leicestershire, Farmer. 
Pet June 30. Birmingham, July 18 at 12. Sols Dyott, Lichfield, and 
Reece, Birmingham. 

Duppe, Henry Clarke, Bolton-st, London. Feb 15, London, July 15 

Sol Aldridge, 46 Moorgate-st. 

Eastwood, Thomas, Accrington, Lancashire, Farmer. Pet July 1. Man- 
chester, July 16 at 11. SolSmith & Boyer, Brazennose-st, Manchester. 

Edwards, William Dunstan Leaver, Hereford, Herefordshire, Grocer. Pet 
June 28. Birmingham, July 18 at 12, Soi og ey 

Etherington, John, Springfield Brewery, Knotty Ash, Liverpool, Bre 
Fos datz | Liverpool, July 17 at 11, Sol Dockbaren, 18 Basneti-st, 


Liverpool, 
Farnham, William, 149 Old-st, St Luke’s, London, Woollen Draper. Pet 
June 25. London, i 19at 1. Sol Nethersole, | New-inn, Strand. 


Flack, James William, 23 pton-st t-4q, Bloomsbury, Middlesex 
G xr. Pet July 1 (in forma pauperis). London, July 15 at 10. 
Sol Al 46 Moorgate-st. 
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Foord, Frederick, 12 Exchequer- y 2 fw Lee, Lewisham, Traveller. Pet une 
30. London, July 22 at 10, Howell, 61 Cheapside 

Gower, John, Aythrop Roothing, Essex, Farm Bailiff. Pet June 30. Dun- 
mow, July }4 at 2. Sol Veley, Chelmsford. 

Graham, George, Water-st, Carlisle, Furniture Broker. Pet June 27. 
Carlisle, July 16 at 3, Sol Wright, Carlisle. 

Haley, John, 1 Everton-pl, Beer-house Keeper. Pet July 1. Manchester, 
JInly 22 at 9.30. Sol Andrew, Manchester. 

Harrington, Thomas, Carleton, near Carlisle, Cumberland, Blacksmith. 
Pet June 28. “Carlisle, July i6 at 3. Sol Wannop, Carlisle. 

Harrison, Joseph, Liverpool, Ship Broker. Pet June 30. Liverpool, July 
15 at 11. Sols Evans, Son, gg cen ge 

Haynes, Charles, 57 Long-walk, Bermondsey, Tin Plate Worker. Pet 
po ng London, July 14 at 3. Sols Lewis & Sons, 7 Wilmington-sq, 


Hoghton, "Francis Robert, 4 Champion-grove, Grove-lane, Camberwell, 


Consulting Surgeon. Pet July ! (in forma pauperis). London, July 22 
at ll. Sols Aldridge & Bromley, 46 Moorgate-st. 


Homewood, William, 3 Monmouth-place, New Cross-gate, Surrey, Fancy 
Sol Beard, 10 Basing- 


e 
= Pet June 30, London, July 19 at 1. 
-st. 
Hooper, John, 43 Charing Cross, Middlesex, Solicitor. t June 30. 
London, July 15 at 12.30. Sols Lewis & ig 10 iy:place, Holborn. 


Hopwood, ‘Thomas, Stock: Cheshire, Linen Draper. Pet June 16 
(in forma pauperis). ster Castle, July 18 at 10. Sol Massey, 
friars, Chester. 


White! 
Hughes, Joseph, Beaufort, near Tredegar, Brecon, Butcher. res July 1. 
oe aay "16 at 11. Sols Shephard, Tredegar, and lerson, 


simon Wvilliees, 6 Ledbury-ter, Bayswater, Middlesex, Journeyman Tailor. 
or July 2. London, July 22 at 11. Sols Wright & Fereday, 40 Bed- 
ford-row. 

Kay, George Peter, George the Fourth Public House, Richard-st, Lime- 
house Fields, Middlesex, Licensed Victualler. Pet July 2. London, 
July 22 at 11. Sol Waldron, 59 Lamb’s Conduit-st. 

Kershaw, Frederick, Wakefield, Yorkshire, Brickmaker. Pet June 30. 
Wakefield, July 23 at 11. Sol Barratt, Wakefield. 

Keys, Edward Terrell, 41 Beresford-st, Woolwich, Chemist. Pet July 2. 
London, July 15 at 10. Sol Marshall, 12 Hatton-garden. 

Keyte, Henry, & Edward Wyatt, 34 New Nichols-st, Shoreditch, Middle- 
sex, Chenille Manufacturers, sys June 30, London, July 15 at 11, 
Sol Spencer, Coleman-st-bldgs, Lo 


Lee, William. Bussage, Bisley, Gloucestershire, Labourer, Pet June 30, 
Stroud, July Ia atl at 10. Smallridge, Gloucester. 

Lego, » Paignton, Devonshire, Baker. Pet June 30. Totnes, July 
23 at 11. Sol Kellock, Totnes. 


Lemaire, Constant, 8 Guildford-st, Russell-sq, Middlesex, Commission 
Pet June 27. London, July 14 at 3. Sols Blakeley & Beswick, 
26 Nicholas-lane, Lombard-st. 

Lowther, Edward, Little Bampton, Kirkbampton, Cumberland, Shoe- 
maker. Pet July 1. Wigton, July 16 at 11. Sol Stamper, Wigton. 
Van Luik, Henry, 38 Windmill-st. Middlesex, Tailor. Pet June 28. 

London, July 14 at 1. Sol Bradley, 13 Berner's-s, Oxford-st. 

Mallars, Ellen, Camden-passage, Islington-green, Middlesex, Furniture 
Dealer. Pet June 30. London, July 15 at 2. Sol Boydell, 41 Queen-sq, 
Bloomsbury, Middlesex, and Watford, Herts. 

Marks, J ih, 15 Wood-st, Spitalfields, Middlesex, Dealer in Jewellery. 
Pet June London, July 14 at 2. Sol Solomon, 22 Finsbury-pl. 

Maynard, Sarah Ann, 3% Charterhouse-sq, Middlesex, Housekeeper. Pet 
June28. London, July 14 at 10. Sols Robinson & Haycock, 32 Char- 
terhouse-sq, Middlesex. 

Message, Thomas, Ford’s-green, Warbleton, Sussex, Higgler. Pet June 
24 (in som pauperis). Sussex, July 16 at 10. Sol Goodman, 73 Ship- 
st, Brighton, 

McCree, pay on 1 Laurel-cottages, Peckham, Surrey, Exhibitor’s Assist- 
ant in the Crystal Palace. Pet June 30. London, July 22 at 10. Sol 
Catchpole, 23 Great Tower-st. 

McGregor, John, 17 Charles-st, Middlesex Hospital, Middlesex, Tailor. 
June 24. London, July 19 atl. Sol Taylor, 19 Old Burlington-st, 
Lond 


on. 

Mitchell, Andrew, South Hetton, Durham, Tailor. Pet June 30. New- 
castle-upon-Tyne, July 18 at 11.30, Sols Watson, Durham, and Hoyle, 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 

Mitchell, Henry, Warboys, Huntingdonshire, Miller. Pet July 2, Hun- 
tingdor., July 23 at 1. Sol Hunt, Cambri 

Nurse, James, Framilode, Gloucestershire, Coal Merchant. Pet July 3. 
Bristol, oar 15 at 11. Sols Witchell, Stroud, and Bevan, Press, & 
Inskip, 

Pezzali, Smeets Stephen, 34 The Cedars, Putney, Surrey. Pet July 1 
(in forma pauperis). London, July 15 at 10. Sol Aldridge, 46 Moor- 
ate-st. 

Poulter, Robert, 7 Claremont-ter, Fentiman’s-rd, South Lambeth, Surrey, 
Clerk. Pet June 30. London, July 22 at 10, Sols Blakeley & Bes- 
wick, 26 Nicholas-lane, Lombard-st. 


Price, James, St Owen-st, St Owen, Hereford, Builder. Pet July !. Here- 

ford, July 19 at 3. Sol Garrold . Hereford. 
Price, John Chapman, 3 3 Round Church-st, Camb » Tailor, Pet July 
French, —— 


1. Cambridge, July 16 at 12.30. Sols Whitehead 

Randall, William, jun, New Inn, Maidstone, Kent, Lic 
Pet July 2. London, July 19 at 12. Sols Doyle, 3 Ver Version! — 
Gray’s-inn, and Morgan, 

Shaweross, John, Stockport, Cheshire, Registrar of Births and Deaths. 
Pet tog (in forma — Chester Castle, July 18 at 10. Sol 
Massey, 

srciaee’ Sonn & lon, Rainow, near Macclesfield, Chester, 
Cotton Spinners. Pet fovr-y (in forma sanpee. Chester Castle, 
on Edward, io bishopeen Nese Wit m Withis London, Confecti Pet 

Sisson, Edward, ite-st 5 on, joner. 

at 10,30. Sol Beard, 10 Basinghall-st. 
needile-st, London, Underwriter. Pet 

Lorton, July 19 at 1. Sol Blake, 41 Moorgate-st. 

a nn age von % Churchill-st, Manchester, Dentist's Assistant. Pet 

une 30. Manchester, July 22 at 9.30. Sol Wharton, Manchester. 

Pt mechy John, 108 Gloucester-lane, Brighton, Sussex, Tobacconist. Pet 
June 30. _~—e wow Nog poke LAS . Sol Goodman, 7a Ship-st, B ‘ton. 

Taylor, Henry, H » Cloth Manufacturer. ‘uly 1. 

, July 17 at 1 ote Sols Tewdall, Bradford, and Bond & i barwick, | H 


i 





" 


Thompson, Edwin, Swan Inn, East Grinstead, Sussex, Dealer in Manuré’. 
aw Ban East Grinstead, July 31 at 10. Sol Goodman, Ship-st, 
Thorn, Harriet Ann Dennis, 10 St. Andrew’s-hill, St. Andrew the Great, 
Pet June 28. Cambridge, July 14 at 


uly 23 at 2. Sol Broadbent, Shatiet 


Timperley, 5 pug tl 2a ay, Oldham-rd, Manchester, cama Maker. 
Pet June 30. Manchester, July 22 at 9.30. Sol Stiles, Manchester. 
Venables, Chatles High-st, Harrow, Omnibus Proprietor. Pet June 30. 
London, Jul: at 2. Sol George, 2 Lincoln’s-inn-fields chambers. 
M uly a, rok, fo. Sol Barker, Biggleswade, 
t July ‘ at 
» Ashton. of Hyde, Chester, Tin Plate Worker. Pet 
be 3: Hyde, July 23 at2. Sol bedery 


Manchester. 
West, George , 3 Park-pl, ab obey yo eam ey Pet 
July 1. London, Jul 22 at 11. Sol Porter, 32 Coleman-st. 


Middlesex, 
Pet June 30. London, July 22 at 10. Sol 34a Moorgate-st. 
Woodgates, William Matthew, Warminster, Wilts, Corn Dealer. Pet June 
30. London, July 14 at 2. Sols Austin & De Gex, Gray’s-inn. 
Young, William, Groombridge, Withyham, Sussex, Baker. Pet July 2. 
East Grinstead, July 31 at 12. Sol Cripps, Tunbridge Wells. 
Turspay, July 1, 1862. 
Attewell, William, Cromwell-ter, St. Ann’s Well-rd, Nottingham, Lace 
Begealey, Willi Pet June 25 and not June 23. 
Baggale , William, Oldham-rd, Newton Heath, near Manchester, Boot 
ame Pet July 2. Manchester, July 22 at 9.30. Sol Stiles, 


Herstmonceux, Sussex, ee Cement Pet July 3. Hast- 
iy 33 at 11. Sol Langham, Has! 
Beament, Edwin, 144 Praed-st, Paddington, , Baker. Pet July 
2 (informa pauperis). London, July 24 at Il. ” Sol Aldridge, 46 


Mi te-st. 
Rehean, Dareliie, Oak Inn, Frimley, Surrey, Licensed Victualler. Pet July 
4 (in forma pauperis). London, July 22 at 3, Sol Aldridge, 46 Moor- 


gate-st. 
Bertét, Louis Edward, 13 Parliament-st, Westminster, Scholastic Agent. 
Pet July 4. London, July 24at 11. Sol Hindley, 10 Old Jewry-cham- 


bers. 

Bessant, Henry, Park-rd, Shirley, Hants, Builder. Pet July 4. London, 
| Ab at 12. = Paterson & Son, 7 Bouverie-st, Fleet-st, and 

ey, 

Bilton, Samuel Francis, ee 35 Essex-st, ro Barrister- —— Pet July 3. 
London, July A atll. Sol Kisch, 8 Lancaster-pl, Strand 

Burnard, Moses, 38 Bear-lane, Blackfriars. rd, Sarrey, Carman. Pet Jaly 
4, poe mg July 24 at 12. Sol Dalton, Bucklersbu: 

Burton, h, oo Pet July 2. Teieuater, duly 24 at 
10. Sol Weston, 

Cain, Edward, & James Fairbairn, Richmond, —— Pet June 
25. London, July 22 a 1. Sols J. & J. H. Linki EF 


Walbrook 
Caldwell, —_. Great Alfred-st, Nottingham, Beer-house Keeper. Ptt 
. Nottingham, July 30 at 10. Sol Briggs, Nottingham. 
Campling, wee Southwell-rd, Lakenham, Norwich, Licensed Vic- 
tualler. Pet fo Sl 5. Norwich, July 19 at 11. - Sadd, jun, Norwich. 


ings, Jul 





Cape, Francis, Ilm inster, Somersetshire, Pet July 4. Chard 
July 21 at ll. Sol Paull Ihminster. 
Cole, John, 12 rd, Pimlico, Middlesex, Gent. Pet July 4. Lon 


don, aA 22 at 12. Sols Rickards & Walker, 29 Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 
Copeland, John, St Helens, Lancashire, Grocer. Pet July 4. Liverpool, 


Sandys. 

Corntield, Thomas, Coseley, Sedgley, Staffordshire, Moulder. Pet June 
24 (informa pauperis). Stafford, July 18 at it. "sol Litchfield, 

Cotton, William, Arscott, Pontesbury, Salop, Brickmaker. Pet June 30. 
Shrewsbury, July 23 at 10. Sol Frail, Shrewsbury. 

Crntchley, Allan England, Thomas-st, King’s Norton, Worcestershire, 
Draper's Assistant. Pet July 4. Birmingham, Aug 4 at 10. Sol Beaton, 


Birmingham. 
Dailey, John, Manchester, Warehouseman. Pet July 4. Manchester, 
July 26at ll. Sols Abrahams, 17 Gresham-st, and Pemberton, Liver- 


FE an Thomas Bottomley, Rastrick, near Halifax, Yorkshire, Stonemason . 
Pet July 4. Halifax, July21 at 10. Sol Haigh, Huddersfield, 

Elliott, Charles, Kippax, Yorkshire, Grocer. Pet July 3. Pontefract, 
July 23 at 12. Sol Harle, Leeds. 


Fitz Roy, Ernest James A’ my Ay Winchester-st, Pimlico, Middlesex, 
Pet July 4 ion, July 22 at 21. Sols Rickards & Walker 
29 Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 
Franks, William, Coseley, 


, Staffordshire, Miner. Pet June 24 (in 
forma pauperis). Stafford, ~ hedge = Sol Litchfield. 
Thomas, | Park-rd, Old Kent-rd, Carpenter, Pet July 4 (in forma 
pauperis). London, daly 28a 3 Sol Aldridge, 46 Moorgate-st. 
Gibbs, Charles Alexander, 148 Marylebone-rd, Middlesex, Artist in Stained 
— moat § 3. London, July 22 at 2. Sol Rodwell, 68 Connaught- 


Pani Recor Wor Wotton, Albion-st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Merchant. Pet 
a 4. Newcastle-upon-Tyne, July 18 at 10.30. Sols Hodge & Harle, 


Haskayne, Wiha, =| villas, Crosby-rd, Waterloo, near Liver- 
wes Commission Agent. mage oy Liverpool, July 21 at 3, Sol 
orniey, Liverpool. 

Hewer, George, 10 Blenheim-st, New Bond-st, Middlesex, Tailor. Pet 
July 5. London, July 24 at 12. Sol Munday, 5 Fountain-ct, Strand. 
Hicks, Samuel, 14 St James-st, Chel Fruiterer. Pet July 3. Chel- 

tenham, July 22 at 11. Sol Marshall, Chel 


tee Pet July 4. Bristol, July 22 


Honnor, Edwin Wells, 4 U James-st, Camden-town, Middlesex, 
Licensed Cab tor. pi datbesonln lis 
King, °3 Fenchurch-st. 

Grocer. Pet July 


Sau dds Mall bas Sat Shuene & Merthyr Tydfil. 
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Inman, Rev. one “North Searle, Lincolnshire, Clerk. Pet July 2 
Nottingham, July 22 at 1.30. Sols Perey & Goodall, Nottingham. 

Jeffries, William, Bishop Bridge, Thorpe, Norwich, Wheelwright. Pet 
July 5. Norwich, July 19 at 11. Sol Sadd, jun, Norwich. 

Johnson, John, Hackness, Yorkshire, Shoemaker. Pet July 3. Scar- 
borough, July 17 at 11. AE om Hesp & Moody, cee 

Jones, John Collis, 83 Richmond-terrace, oe iy Surrey, Tailor. 
Pet July 5. London, July 22 at 12. Sol Wells,47 Moorgate-st. 

Jones, Margaret, Rock Inn, Aberamon, near ‘Aberdare, Glamorganshire, 
Licensed Victualler. Pet July 4. Bristol, July 22 at ll, Sols Will- 
cocks, and Clifton & Bristol. 

Kendall, James Heather, 2] Sutherland-st, Pimlico, Middlesex, Clerk in 
the War Office. Pet Jul ab London, July 22 at 12, Bols Lewis & 
Lewis, 10 gre ly 

Laceby, Benjamin, South Killingholme, Lincolnshire, Licensed Victualler. 
Pet July 2, Kingston-upon-Hull, July 23 at 12. Bol er, Hull. 

Leighton, William, Luciefelde, Shrewsbury, Salop. Pet July 1. Shrews- 
bury, July 23 at 10. Sol Davies, Shrewsbury. 

Lowcock, Edward, 63 Gill-st, Liverpool, Foreman to a wate Broker. Pet 
July 3. Liverpool, July 21 pe. Sol Henry, Live 

Marsden, Hi , & John burn, _ Manufacturers, 
Pet July | 3. Lanchester, suly 24at12. Sols Sale, Worthington, Ship- 
man, & Seddon, Manchester. 

Miller, James, 108 High-st, Southam Dealer in Toys and Fancy 

Goods. Pet July 2. Southampton, July 23 at11, Sol y, South- 
ampton. 
Naden, Ann Matilda, 18 Emmanuel-rd, Cambridge, Schoolmistress. Pet 


July 4. Cambridge, July 21 at 12.80. Sols Whitehead & French, 
Cambridge. 

Nash, John, Chester-st, Ladywood, Birmingham, Journeyman Stone 
gag Pet July 3. Birmingham, August 4 at 10. Sol East, Birming- 
am 

Nekrewes, Thomas, Bideford. Pet July 5. Bideford, July 19at 11. 6o0l 
Bencraft, Barnstaple. 

Noble, William Paulet, "Nelson-st, Gateshead, Durham, Boot and Shoe- 
ee Pet July 2, Gateshead, July 18 at ll. Sol Brewis, Newcastle- 
- upon- 

Parfrey, John, 77 Holwell-rd, Bristol, Coach Maker. Pet July 1. Bristol, 
July 18 at 12. Sol Hill. 

Pieree, Thomas, 14 Caroline-pl, Haverstock-hill, Hampstead-rd, Middlesex, 
Dealer in China and Glass. Pet July 4. London, July 24 atll, Sol 
Lewis, 2 Raymond-bldgs, Gray’s-inn, 

Pittkin, Edmund Osborne, 1 Gloucester-pl, Larkhall-lane, Clapham, 
Surrey, Retailer of Beer, Pet July 4. London, July 22 at 1. Sol 
Brickley, 32 King William-st, 

Price, John, Oxford-st, Mountain Ash, Lianwonno, Glamorganshire, 
Butcher. Pet July 4. Aberdare, July 24 at11. Sol Hollier, Aberdare. 
Radford, Joseph, Mill Parade, Newport, Menmonthsbiee, Baker. Pet July 

3. Newport, July 23 at 10. Sol Cathcart, Newpo! 

Reading, William, 10 Sussex-mews, Regent’ ney bediiniants ih 
man. Pet July 2 (in forma pauperis). London, July 22 at 2, Sol 

Aldridge, 46 Moorgate-st. 

Richards, John, 25 Jewin-st, Cripplegate, London, Dairyman. Pet July 
5. London, July 22 at 2.30. Sols Marshall & Son, 12 Hatton-garden. 
Robinson, John Hothersall, Over Darwen, Lancashire, Joiner. Pet July 
4. Manchester, July 24 at 11. Sols Cobbett & Wheeler, Manchester, 

and Kendall, Over Darwen, 

Scopes, Augustus William, Mistley, Essex, Grocer. Pet June25, Har- 
wich, July 18 at 1. Sol Jones, Colchester, 

Sawyer, George, 22 Guildford-st, Russell-sq, Middlesex, Doctor of Medi- 
cine. Pet July 4. London, July 24 at 12, Sols Wilson, Bristow, & 
Carpmael, | Copthall-bldgs. 

Shaw, John, Dodworth, near Barnsley, Wood Turner. PetJuly 2. Leeds, 
July 21 at 11, Sols Hamer, Barnsley, and Bond & Barwick, Leeds. 

Singlehurst, Henry, Northumberland-st, Nottingham, Corn Dealer. Pet 
June 25. Nottingham, July 16 at 10. Sol Smith, Nottingham. 

Smith, John Stephenson, Hallgate, Wigan, Lancashire, Provision Dealer. 
Pet June 26. Manchester, July 18 at i1. 8ol Reddish, Manchester. 
Snowden, William, Longford, Gloucestershire, Agricuitural Implement 
Maker. Pet July 3. Bristol, July 22 at 11. Sols Lovegrove, Glouces- 

ter, and Abbott, Lucas, & Leonard, Bristol, 

Stanton, Henry, Leeds, Bacon Factor. Pet July 3. Leeds, July 21 at 12. 
Sol Simpson, Leeds. 

Stephens, Joseph, Coseley, Staffordshire, Whitesmith. Pet June 24 (in 
forma pauperis). Stafford, July 18 at 11. Sol Litchfield. 

Sutton, Robert, Nottingham, Draper. Pet July 2. Nottingham, July 22 
at 1.30. Sol Heath, Nottingham. 

Thomas, Thomas Evan,Cwmamman Brick Works, Bettws, Carmarthen- 
shire, Brick Manufacturer. Pet July 4 Bristol, July 22 at il. Sols 
Simons & Plews, Merthyr Tydfil. 

Tinker, Jobn, Newton-upon-Trent, Lincolnshire, Blacksmith. Pet June 

25, Kingston-upon-Hull, July 23 at 12. Sols Brown & Son, Li 
Trollope, William Alfred, 5 Charies- st, Middlesex Hospital, Middlesex, 
Porter at the Middlesex Hospital. Pet J uly 4. London, July 22 at 1.30. 
Sol Burton, 35 Great James-st, Bedford-row. 

Venning, Nathaniel, Gold-st, Tiverton, Devonshire, a Builder. Pet 
July 2. Tiverton, July 16 at 2. 80] Cockram, Tiverto 

Walker, Joseph, & William Walker, Gomersal, Yorkshire, Woolstaplers. 
Pet June 24. Leeds, July 24 at 11. Sols Iveson, Heckmondwike, and 
Bond & Barwick, Leeds. 

Walker, George, Morpeth, Northumberland, Butcher. Pet July 3. Mor- 
peth, July 21 at 6. Sol Wilkinson, Mo 

Watkinson, George, Edwinstone, Nottinghamshire. Pet July 5. Worksop, 
July 19at 10. Sol Clough, Worksop. 

Watson, Thomas, 19 Princess-st, Hanover-sq, Middlesex, Tailor. Pet June 
24. he July 22 at 2.30. Sol Cooke, 35 Southampton-bidgs, Chan- 
cery-lane, 

Whiston, James, 8 St. Nicholas-sq, Leicester, Brush and Pipe Manne: 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Farmar, July 4, 1862. 
Audaer, Septimus, Scarborough, Builder. June 20. 
pa aren canna | 
LACK’S SILVER ELECTRO PLATE is a coat- 


ing of pure Silver over Nickel. A combination of two metals pos- 
such valuable properties renders it in appearance and wear equal 
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to Sterling Silver. 
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Table Sees. oti 
Dessert ditto ......++0s00 
Table Spoons ......+++008 
Dessert ditto ...0s.sseees 
Tea SpOOns ...0.-+eeeceee 

Every Article for the Table as in Silver.—A Sample Tea Spoon for- 
warded on receipt of 20 stamps. 


LACK’S FENDER AND FIRE-IRON WARE- 

HOUSE is the oe ECONOMICAL, consistent with good quality.— 
Iron Fenders, 3s. Bronzed ditto, 8s. 6d., with standards ; 
Drawing-room ditto, Tas, 64. to 50s.; Fire Irons, 2s. 6d. to 208. t 
Dish Covers, with handles to take off, 18s. set of six. Table Knives and 
Forks, 8s. per dozen. Roasting Jacks, complete, 7s. 6d. Tea-trays, 
6s. 64, set of three; elegant Papier Machi¢ ditto, 25s. the set. ; 
with plated coor of 6d. ; Coal Scuttles, 2s. 6d. A set of ae Uten- 
sils for cottage, £38. Slack’s Cutlery has been celebrated for 50 é 
Ivory Table Knives, 14s., 16s., and 18s. per dozen. White Bone Knives 
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and Forks, 8s. 9d. and 12s.; Black Horn ditto, 8s, and 10s. All war- 
ranted. 


As the limits of an advertisement will not allow of @ detailed list, pur- 
chasers S24 requested to send for their Catalogue, with 350 drawings, and 
prices of Electro Plate, Warranted Table Cutlery, Furnishing tronmon- 
gery &c. May be had gratis or post free. Every article marked in plain 
figures at the same low prices for pewitich their establishment has been 
celebrated for nearly 50 years. Orders above £2 delivered carriage free 
per rail. 

RICHARD AND JOHN SLACK, 336, STRAND, LONDON, 
Opposite Somerset House. 


OTICE to FAMILIES.—Messrs, TAYLOR beg 

to submit their list of prices for the er articles, Cheese of the 

finest quality, per lb., viz., American, 6d. to -} nee 74d. to 94,; 

Cheddar, 74d. to 94.; Ripe Stilton, 1s.; éug Parmesan, Is. 4d. 

Wiltshire Bacon (by the side or half) 8 Thest Galt Butter’ 100. to 

ls. 2d.; fresh ditto, Is. 4d. to Js. 6d, York E seo, d. to 8d.; choice 

ditto, from 8ibs. Pay 9d. Ox Tongues, 3s. to 3s. 6d. each. Young 

Fowls, 2s. to 2s. 6d, Large Capons, 3s.—W. and J. C. Taylor, 35, Little 
Pultency-street, Golden-square, W. 

Families waited upon for orders daily, 


HEDDAR LOAF CHEESE, 63d. 74d.; Fine 
ditto, 84d. per Ib.; ripe Stilton, Is. per Ib. ; Spanish and West- 
phalia Hams, 74d. and 84d. per lb.; prime Ox Tongues, 2s. 3d. each, or 
three for fis. 6d.; snow-cured Spanish ditto, in packages of three for "ts. 
Osborne’s peat-smoked Breakfast Bacon is now in excellent cure, and 
Butters in perfection, at reasonable rates, Other first-class visions 
equally moderate. Packages gratis. OSBORNE’S Cheese Warehouse, 
Osborne House, 30, Ludgate-hill, near St. Paul’s, E.C. 











OLY TECHNIC.—What I saw at the International 
Exhibition; or Half-an-Hour’s Advice to Intending Visitors, by 

Professor J. H. Pepper, F.C.S., A. Inst.C.E. New Lecture by J. H. Pepper, 
on Tuesday, Thursday, and Saturday, at half-past 12 and a quarter xe bs 7, 
on “Some of the Chief Scientific Specialities of the International 
tion.” Herr Susman will give his remarkable Imitations of the oa 
the Nightingale, and other British Birds and Animals. 
of George Buckland, Esq., for his Buffo-Musical Entertainments. New 
Gorgeous Scenic Optical and Prismatic Fountain Spectacle. Beautiful 
Dissolving Views, illustrating London in Ancient and Modern Times. 
Paris as itis. The Holy Land. Concerts by the BROUSIL FAMILY. 
Roocenaaly pongenastee i Basan, Open from 11 to 5, and § past 6 to 10, 
Admission 1s. N.B.—On Wednesday evening, the 16th inst., the Institu- 
tion will be closed to the Public. 





A SAFE INCOME OF £100 [PER ANNUM, 
during the life of a gentleman aged 32. 


J gen DEBENHAM & TEWSON have re- 

ceived insvructions to SELL BY AUCTION, at the MART, oppo- 
site the Bank of England, on TUESDAY, JULY 29, 1862, at TWELVE for for 
ONE o'clock, an undivided Moiety, or h alf-part or Share, "of an ANNUITY 
or annual Rent- -charge of £200 per annum, payable out of Landed Estates 
of ample value, situate in the county of Essex, during the life of a gentle- 
man aged 32, together with Policies of Assurance to the amount of £1,200 
on the same life, 

Particulars, with condjtions of sale, may be obtained of Messrs. STE- 
VENS & BEAUMONT, Solicitors, Witham and Coggeshall, Essex ; at the 
Auction Mart ; and of Messrs. DEBENHAM & TEWSON, Auctioneers, 80; 
Cheapside, London, 





turer. PetJuly 4. Leicester, July 24 at 10. Sol S 
Whitehead, John, yan Pm Butcher, Pet July 1. Leeds, he 29 at 1. 
Sols Middleton & Son, Leeds. 
Williams, John, & Frederick Williams, Birmingham, Poulterers. Pet 
July 4, Birmingham, July 21 at 12. Sols James & Knight, Birming- 


ham 
Woodfin, Thomas, Lees, Withington, Salop, Licensed Victualler. Pet 
June 30, wee ee 23 * Lm Sol A Ly 


Woodman, William, Brickmaker's Hants, 
Baker, « Pet Jply’ % Portamenth, In rat at 7 Bel desman Meate 





EUSTON SQUARE (the best side), 


ESSRS. HERRING, SON, & CLARK are in- 
structed to LET one of the best houses in this re, containing 

8 good bed-rooms and dressing-rooms, spacious dra -rooms, ante- 
ins pantry an room, breakfast-room, good domestic offices, including 
nk ort to view, apply to Mosers. HERRING, SON, & CLARK, 109 
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